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FOREWORD
. ™~ -

In 1968, the Commussion on College Geography of the Association of American
Geographers published its first Resource Paper, Theories of Urban Location, by
Brian J. L. Berry. In 1974, coinciding with the termination of NSF funding for, the
Commussion, Resqurce Paper number 28 appeared, The Underdevelopment ‘and
Modermzation of the Third World, by Anthony R. deSouza and Philip W. Porter. Of
the many CCG activities, the Resource Papers Series became an effective means for

_permitting both teachers and students to keep apreast of developments in the field.

Because ofvthe populanity and usefulness of the Resource Papers, the AAG
applied for and reggived a two-year grant from NSF to continue to produce Re-
source Papers and to put the series on a self-supporting basis, The 1977 Series is the
first group produced entirely with AAG funding.

In an effort to increase the utility of these papers, the Resource.Papers Panel has
attempted to be parllcularl) sensitive to the currency of materidls for undergraduate
geography courses’ and to the writing style of these papers. The present Panel
continues to affirm the original purposes of the Series, which are quoted below.

The Resource Papers-have been developed as expository documents for the use of
Jboth the student and the instriictor. They are experimental in that they are designed to
supplemem existing texts and_to fill a gap between significant research in American
‘geography and readily accessible matenals. The papers are concerned with important
concepts or topics in modern geography and focus on one of three general themes: *
geographic theory: policy implications; or contemporary social relevance. They are
designed to complement a varety of undergraduate college geography courses at the
introductory and advanced level.

The Resource Papers are developed, printed, and distributed under the auspices of
the Association of American Geographers. The ideas presented in these papers do
not imply endofsement by the AAG.

Many individuals have assisted in producing these Resource Papers, and we wish
to acknowledge those who assisted the Panel in reviewing the authors’ prospectuses,
in reading and commenting on the various drafts, and in making helpful suggestions.
The Panel also acknowledges the perceptive suggestians and editorial assistance of
Jane F. Castner of-the AAG Central Office.

Salvatore J. Natoli

Educational Affairs Director i

Association of American Geographers

Projecl Director and Editor, Resource Papers Series

Resource Papers Panel:

John F. Lounsbury, Arizona State University
Mark S. Monmonier, Syracuse University
Harold A. Winters, Michigan State University
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PREFACE . '-

L

Recently, dramatic changes$ have occurred in the pallerns of populal:o,n distribu-

" tion within the United States. These have resulted largely from changes in‘migration

-

behavior. People are making migration decisions which are quite different from
those made before the middle 1960's, often choosing types of destinations that have
not been growing since before the turn of the century. Previous migration patterns,
which were fairly consistent for several decades, included movements from smaller

-to larger urban centers and significant movement from rural to urban areas. Now

there i1s+a lendency toward movements down the size hierarchy-of urban centers and .
movements from urban areas to rural areas (principally rural areas near melropol-
itan centers, but also a surprising number of isolated rural areas and small towns).
Similar patterns have been observed in other developed nations. ‘

This Resource Paper will acquaint the student with the rapidly emerging migra-
tion patterns in the United States. We want to know about recent migration
decisions that are, and will be, affecting the overall distribution of population. The
new migration paiterns will be contrasted to older ones to develop an appreciation
for the recent changes in locational decisions. Ideas of migratiop theory, especially
those relating to decision-making, will be presented so that the student can fully
appreciate the fundamental mechanisms underlying the patterns that can be de-
scribed by maps. This-approach*® used so that we may speculate on mxgrauon trends
in the near future, not just through simple extrapolation of current patterns, but by
predictions based on generalizations which may have longer-term validity.

I would like to acknowledge the following persons for contributing to this work by
their critiques of early drafts of the manuscript and/or allowing me to borrow their
ideas: Fred M. Shelley, Sallie M Ives, Richard E. Groop, Elizabeth Mercer Rose- .

" man, Edward V. Karl, Francis Simbo, and John Muhr. Helpful reviews received

O
ERI
I ¢
y P2

from Richard L. Morrill, Lawrence A. Brown, and Wilbur Zelinsky were also much
appreciated. Finally, I thank James A. Bier for his carlographlc work and Darlene L.
Bennett for lypmg the manuscript.

Curtis C. Roseman
University of Hlinois
March 1977
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SUGGESTIONS FOR' CLASS USE

This Resource Paper can be used in conjunction with any course that deals with ¥

population distribution, migration patterns, or migration processes. Basic ideas of
migration theory are introduced in a straightforward manner and are tied to the

* migration patterns that can be observed on maps (which are used extensively in the

paper). This, alogg with appopriate references to the literature, will enable the
instructor and student to extend discussions to a variety of issues that are linked to
migration. In addition, the paper introduces some data sources and some techniques
of data gathering, erganization, and analysis so that the student may apply many of
the ideas tn actual empirical work. In sum, the student is provided with the founda-
tion—theoretical, factual, and”methodological—to be challenged to think-about
futdre population movement, changing population distribution, and their implica-
tions. .

-

\*
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Migration can be.thought of *as the movement of
peaple from one residentjal Jocation to another Social
scientists i many different dlsuplmes have studied mi-
gration —perhaps because the ided of choosing a pld«.e
19 tive 1s such g common gxperience. or perhaps becalise
such decisions have implications for all aspects of hife in
“hl *h soctal scientists have.d valid interest. Economists

have upproached the study, of mrgrd{lon by hy pothe-
sizing that people mope from onc plage to another on
the busis of job und other economic opportunities Soci-
ologists and demographers Rave often studied the popu-

lation components (sex®age. occupation structures) of |

groups of migrants and the 1mpm.ls migration has had
upon the pupu]dllon composition of origin and destina-
ton areas  Anthropologists commonly study the prob-
lems resulting from two ggoups with different cultdral -~
traits and traditions suddenly Lving i proxinuty be-

. cause of migration by one or both groups. Geographers

ER

have studied both the spatiat patterns of migration
streams and the locatiofal decision-making process of
potentia migrants Othgr social stientists have studied
the migration bchdwor of specific groups of people (e.g..

gérontologists >lud)|n cldcrl\ migration). A

IGRATION AS
POPULATIO

/ [ x .
" De graphic Equation

Mlgrpu’/ n ys nly one way in which the popplation of ‘

places cag, cha gt. he demugraphic equation 1s a simple

dlhe .tn.al Fxp ession which shows the contribution
ent, popglation processes to the population
«.hdn ¢ fd part ular ared durlng d spu.lﬁed period of

= v/ B}—z

—D, ;+IM,;+~ OM,_, '_'

rg. Pii thy population at time 2,
P, is the population at a previous time |

y 219 the number of people born during the
K ime period between times | and 2
D, .Js thé number of deaths durmg that period
i
lM. 2 is the pumber of in-migrants durmg that.

time perlod" (

.

/) / -

I
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fhls, paper will draw upon the work of. and consider
the view points of many differentsocial s¢ientists. But it

will take o disunctively geographic view. fo«.usmg upon .,

locdtional  decisions. spaual jpatterns of migrauon.
changing spatal patterns of populatian distribution,

and the resultant infipact upon places. This is because,

migration 1s 4 fundamentally spatial process.

In thi§ approach, two kinds of 1ded§ will be dISLUSSCd

.1ideas which apply to individuals and their. decision-

dl\mg behavior. and 1dgus which generalize about ag-
gregdtions of people. The traditional approaches 1o mi-
gration study tend to use aggrégate 1deas and concepts.
whereas the individual decision-making approach 15 rel-.
“auvely recent. Nonetheless, both 1deus are neccssdry for
a fult explanation of migration. und the 1wo kinds will
.be lmerwo»en in this paper as we attempt to show how
individual location decisions sum to aggregdte patterhs
‘of population distribution, .

The first set of ideas. iroduced in the next section.
are of the aggregate kind and address the ymportance of
migration relative to other foffs of population change
in the overall growth or decline of pld«.es A

) IR :
COMPONENT OF * -~
CHANGE L

4.

is the number-of out-migrants during .

I that time period _ -

The eguation says that the population of 4 place at a
specified date P, (say 1980) is equal to the population at
4 previous date (P} (suy 1970) plus or minus changes
due to births (ferulny) deaths (mortality), and mrgl‘d-
tion during the'interim period (1970-1980). In essence. it
specifies a population system, usually with geographic
boundaries a county, state, or metropolitan area, for
example); then adds to the populauon persons who
gnter the system through births or in-migration, and
subtricts those who leave the system through death or
out-migration. The difference between births and deaths
is often referréd ta as narural change and the difference
between the in-migration and out- mlgrduon 1 referred
, Lo as uet migration.

~ .

~ -

N

.
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“Natural and Migrational Population Change

- The relative importance of the natural versus the mi-
gration components of population chabge of a place-
<% varies with the geographie scale of places examimed At
the vers broadest scale, taking the world as a whole:
there are (as yet) no in- or out-nugrants—all population
change v accounted for by the relauve importanee of
births and deaths When we examine population change
country by country, natural chun\gg remains the dom-’
- . ngnt component, although there have been very signifi-

. tion (¢ g.."European imnfigration to the U.S. m the late
. ~ J

mneteenth eentury) Very few countries today show ei-

. ther signifieant percentage growth or percentage declhine

as"a result of migration There are some fairly large
population movements across lmcrnaud‘n“il boundaries,
including “temporary ™ labor migrations among several
buropean countries, refugees displaced from some Afry-
e and Asian countries (including hundreds of thou-
sdnds of Vietnamese to the U.S ). and considerable

¢ numbers of illegal imnugrants to the U.S. from Mexico
. and the Caribbean But most of these mdvements have
- not had major mportance 1n either reducing a popu-
latwon problem 1n the onigin country or greatly accentu-

. aung a4 population preblem in the destination country

(although problems often arnse” in parucular places
within the destination country ), In sum, the explanation
- and understanding of contemporary population change
from country to country lies in. the birth and death
rates—the “popglauon’numbcrs' problem™ 1n most
. " countries 15 a problem related to excess births over
- deaths. not ¢o immigration or enugration,
When we examine population change wjthin most
< countries. however, migration is usudlly a'more impor-
tant factor than place to place variations in natural
- change. Within the U.S., place to place’variation in net
migration 1s much greater than the variation in either
birth or death rates. Figure 1 illustrates this for indwid-
* ual states where natural change 1960,1970 is plotted on
the horizontal axis and net migratioli on the ‘wertical
axis. Ndtural change varies from about eight percent to
about twenty-seven percent, whereas net migration var-
1es from munus fiffeen percent to nearly plus fifty per-
cent f no ore were 1o move between states, we would
sull have differential population growth—those states
with younger popul‘uio"ns and or large native (Ameri-
can Indian, Eskimo) populations would grow at the
Sfastest rates But the variation 1n growth because of .
= 7 mgration is-even greater, ,

Those states which “*broke even' because of mugra-
tion (¢ g . Indiana, Oklahoma, Minnesota) can attribute
their total growth to natural ingreases, but there are

’ nonethelegy farge in-flows and o;(ltﬂows of migrants gpd
important changes in the composition of the popu'ldli}n
. because of migration Indiana. for example, has a netin-
migration of over 32,000 blacks. considerably increasing
the black population of that state, compared to an over-
/ all net out-migration of 58,000 (U.S. Bureau of the,
Census, 1971 35) Also, as a result of migration, there
.dre places within most states that are growing or declin/
ing rapidly, rendering the overall state net mugration

-
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Figure | Natural und mlgr}(xonal. population change com-
#ponents, by state, 1960-1970 Source. US Bureau of the Cen-
sus (1971, Table 18). ‘ .
< M C.
figure too general for real accuracy, and perhaps some-
what misleading. ; '

At the narrower®geographic scale—counties, for 1n-
stance—there is somewhat greater variation from pluce
to place in natural change than at the state scale. but
migration accounts for even greater variations. During
the 1960's numerous suburban counties g'rew,al’ very
rapid gules—pu{rll) because of farge numbers of young
fdmilles giving birth to many children, but even more
"because large numbers of people moved into such areas.

e &

. 4

Conversely, out-migration from many central cities apd |

from isolated rural areas accounted for considerable
losses, although the result was 4 net population tncrease
because of natural change. . .

- At this scale we can illustrate an important principle
underlying the demographic equaugn that helps to clar-
ify the rerali‘nships between natural and mugrational
compenents of population change. Fertility, mortalty,
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and_migraton at a pldu dre not mdcpmdcm of each

¢ other The movement of different Lwpes of people in and

out ol an ared can alter the naturdl cogmponents of
dnge there, Justdas the natural change can influence the
prum.n\ll\ ot 4 population to mugrate To dllustrate,

most counties 1 the US gaimed through an eacess of

* births over deaths during the 1950 & veept for g band

of wountles eviending from _southern lowa, through
* northern Missdurt, into northern Kdansas For decades
these agricultural greas had been losing young persons
through out-nugration (both to regronal centers such as
K.anvas City. Omaha, and Des Momes, and to Califor-
nid), leaving a restdudl population with an elderly age
structure An exeeps ofideaths over births resulted. Con-
versely . population’incredses from natural change have
been augmented inplaces to which voung family -
migrants are attracted Other miterrel. wonshipsgetween
ndtural and nm.r.mun.ll change will be notéd later 1n
this papet

Qur evploratgn ~populduon redistribution resulting
trom mugration will be conducted largely at 4 geograph-
To seale narroser than the state lcu.l olten uyng the
Qounty ds g umit of andlvsis becduse 1t is the smallest
geographic unii for which dataare readily avatlable Tty
criticdl te understand the migration process at this scale
in order to c\\pl.nn population change.

- : X
Predicting Components of Population Change

- Demographers study all three of the basic population
processes (irth, death, und migration) to understapd
the mechanisms by which the populations of p
chdange through tme, usually by looking ut past

.

changes. und to muke predictions of future populations |

for planning purposes We can learn from their efforts
When examining population change 1n ihe past, we
.dn spectfy the totul populatidn at the earlier and later
dates (P, <P, n the dcmogrdphn. equdation) fairly re-
liably Yrom census figures, and counts of births und
dedths are typically avatlable from vital staustigs for the
interim period (although all of these are s\xbjgu to er-
ror} The medasurement of migration, however, 15 often
difficult Residential movements across administrative
boundaries in the United States are not recorded, o are

Y hirth and death statistios within administrative units. (In

<

.

mdny countries of the world, especially in Europe. per-
>UNs MmOoving 1o 4 new parish gr county are required to

* register thar new address—a procedure which may have

undesirable attributes, but which producés excellenmt mi-
g‘rullon data')
\msg?umll\ demographers must resort to various
yay. of Sumating nigration One simple methgd 15 to
. mlgul.u\. the natural change and add (or subtract) that
to the earlier pnpulduon hgure (P ). The result, y&hl\.h/}’S
the predicted popalation at the later date had there been
no migration, 15 then compared to the actual populdtion
at P, the difference 15 a 1t mugration figure A pmblgm
encountered n this procedure s that individudls may be
barn and counted in the total births, then migrate out of
the ared, Just as people may migrate in, then die and be
counted in the death figure. Although their numbers can
. beesumated, actual migraats are not being counted. just

ERIC =~ .

o residual” Unet” total of pcf)plc who cannot be ac-
counted for as entering or leaving the systegr through
birth or death,

W hen attempting to estimate the components of pop-
ulation change 1 the fulurc‘ a4 new set of ditheulties
arises Births must be predicted on the basis f the past-
birth rate, estimates” of the number of females 1n the
pupul.mon of childbeaning.age. and socioeconomic and
fumily wharacteristies of the population which relate to
the propensity of that population to have children Pre-
dictions of deaths are based on the previous death rate,

the age structure of the population coupled with knowl-

edge, of the death rates of varipus categories or *eo-
horts™ (we expect o higher overadl death rate in a popu-
lation with gredter numbers of/people 'In age cohorts
over iy, for example). and/additional information
such as soctoeconomic and” ogeupdational structures.
Fairly sophisticated and siee fsful m'odels have been
derived for the pn.dn.uon of births and deuths in the
shortrun, =’ .

Prediction of migratren 10 the futuge for particular
places 1s more difficult Early approaches to the problem
attempted to predict neg migration on the basis of labor
muarket conditions (wage levels, Composition of the la-
bor foree, ete.). Such 4 model ,seemed satsfactory 1n
many situations, espectally when applied to rurdl dreas,
‘However, the accurate prediction of net migration sufe™
fers from the fuct that g net, migration figure can result
from vastly different numbers of migrants+ A net figure
of 10,000 can be the result af 100,000 1n-migrants to 4
G;g‘pldw and 90,000 out-nugrants from a place, or equally

the result-of 10,000 in-migrants and no out-migrants'

%-

,

The Lowry Hypothesis

Lowry (1966) noted andther problem with the at-
tempts to predict net migration. A fter EX4mining migrd-
tion among mujor metropolitan arys 1n the U.S., he
concluded that ¢ er approdach would:be to pndu.l
separately the in-"und ouh.mrgmuon components of the
net migration totul, Using®he example of the San Jose.
California and Albany, New York metropolitamureds in
the 1950°s. he showed that in- and out-migration mdy be
responsive to different factors. San Joye: with about the
same metropolitan populdtion as Alban\ in 1960, had a -
much more favorable eqonomice andJob \.lllndl&.‘ in the
1950°s and had four umes as nrany Ip- mlgmms between
1955 and 1960 (203.000 versus 52 .000). Apparently in-
, migration was related to economi conditions. How-
eves, both places had ubout the sume, number of out-
migrants (‘\lbd‘n} with 71,000 ‘md’ESdn Jose with
74.000)—apparently gut-mmgrants \Au'i‘: not responding
0 economic Londlllqn\ The result; which has become
known as the “*Lowr§ Hypothesis,” states that. 1) in-
MIZration to 4 metropolitan ared tends to be a function
of labor market conditions at that place. with indis idugl
.Rugrants responding to job and wage incentives, and 2)
out-migration from d mclropollmn plag,c is unrelated to
labor market conditions there. ™

More recent studies (Morrison, 1971, Alonso, 1972)
have taken up the cause of llﬁ'Lowr) Hypothesis and
have shown how out-migrdfion is indeed related to such

i
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variables us the age structure of the popualation (young avmponents of net migration separdtely. This 1s beceuse
adult age cohorts being prone to nugrate regardless of * aggregate out-migration from any glace is the result of u
ceonomie conditions), the percentage of the labor force  , set of individual decisions to mote (regardless of destina-

i marufacturing (manutactaring populations being tion). whereas total in-mugration to & place 15 the result
mure stable). and the proportion of the population whg.  of & whole set of dividual decrsions of whefe to move
are perpetwdl mosers (rcﬂu.lmb the tendency for some- (regardless” ofyorigin). These two decisions are often
people 1o be “movers.” an.ided to be discussed later) made on lh,’& bagys of quite different fuctors, as we mll
Other researchers have docdumented fuctors w hich might show ¢n The hext-section.
be reldted to out-nmgration and not to yn-nugration, In this paper we will consider out-migration and |
including the *pull™ of nearby places. the size of place, nRration separdtely whenever possible. but will use, nZl -
and the proportion of govérnnient workers 1n a place migration when only such duata are available, or when a

. Although there s sull debate syrrounding the Lowry measure of net migration 15 adequate to mike a point
Hypothesis (Trott, 1971 Renshaw, 1974), with some dbout the growth or decline of 4 plage The neat section.

& researchers conduding that outrmigration does respond then, ¢xamines the migration decision und other individ-
significantly to economig com/monx {espectally m the ual-level 1deas which have a bearing upon the undgr-
longer run). 1t v often prcfer,iblc/to consider the two standing of aggregate patterns of migration, )

. ) . \ | - .
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' [1I. MIGRATION DECISION-MAKING -

. .

The nugration process insolves households or indiv id- have changed residence) ark not W hen considering the
uals making decisions about moving their residences to decision-making aspects of migrayp the distincuion
other focations A single individual méving from one may bave hittle meaning. In terms of d e moyed. for
dpdrtment to another or from one city to another. two example, a great variation is possible for moVers; an

., single individudls breaking away from their respéctive even greater variation is possible for migrants. and con- ~
houschulds o Live together, a family of two adults and sldcr.xblc overlap between the two s ‘possible In Figure
one child moving from an apartment to 4 house. 4 large 2 the household migrating from A to B moves a consid-
famils including children. puarents, and grandparents crably greater distance than the one moving from C to -
moving from one location to.another—all cun be D. yet only the latter is said to have “migrated.” The
thought of as.part of the nngr.mon process. There ure o ldatter 1s also put in the same category. in the statistics, as

variety of urcumstances.surrounding individual moves, the household moving say 500 miles from E to F. Fur-
(i there are different degrees of participation of indi- thermore, there 1s no guarantee that crossing a countpe==
. vidual migrants in the'decision-making process. Some = boundary will significantly change the residential envi-
mdividuals are directly involved in the decision-muaking ronment or the dcuivity space of a household. The defini-
proess. whereas others, such as smull children, do not tior of "migration™ therefore presents difficulties to the
- partiupate directhy 1n the decision but have therr inter- researcher interested in §?)le«.lﬂt, aspects of the decision-
ests taken into account. “making process. : N
The decision to migrate from one place to anothef’is™  ~ ' ,

not only 1 deuision to change o specific residential enyi-
ronment (house. yvard, neighborhood) but is a deciston

to relocate the “home base™ for the household's acricuty

-+ space, that set.of places with which the household inter-
©acts on a regular basis for work, shopping, recreational,
socal. or educational purposes. The decision, therefore,
repfesers a change in both lhc specific site of the house-.
hold und its relayve local . i
Traditienally stude f migration mdde a dis- .
tinction between local mocérs, persons who move within

the boundaries of a county. and iigrants, persons who
crogs 4 county boundary while changing residential lo-

© catien Researchers and planners sull use this distinction | o0 ¢
< as a convenient method of coupting migrants as they i
affect the growth or dechne of counties. Essenually this \IC ) county boundary .
ts & demographic equation mentality—those migrating
mto or out of the geographic system (county) are mi- - Figure 2 Relationship bétween virious residential migrations
grunts and those stgying within (even though they may arM county boundaries i ' ’-
O ? w—— 4 -l 3 . . "
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An alternative wiay ot describing migratton makes the

distinction between 1) partial displacement nugration—
residential moves that disturb only part 6t the house-
hold's activaty space and thus are usually local in nature
whether or not ,a boundary s crossed, and 2) totul
displacement  nugration—lorfger  distance moves 1n
which not only the restdence but also the enure acuvity
spaee s moved (Rosemuan, 1971b) This 1y a satisfying
cdussitication becsuse it effectively disunguishés ty pes of
moves on the basts of reasons for moving, information
sources used n the decision, and impact upon the house-
hold  Aggregate data collecuing efforts, such as the U S,
vemsus, do not include information on speaitic moves,
“much fess on activity spaces Nonetheless such a Jassifi-
cation iy useful in theory und in studies using individual
surves data
1t v important to remember that migration 1y an act
that involves both changing the residential environment
and the activity space We will find later, for instance,
that some areds have experienced recent growth because
of persons making  total dlspld«.cmcm migrations,
whereas other areds are gaining only because it 1s pos-
sible for persons to move there w hile moving only part
of their activity space in the process (pdrlldl dis-
placement migrations) In the latter case persons often
choose,a nonmetropolitan Site, but keep part of their
LAty space in a metropolitan area The key to growth
for such nonmetropditan plases 1s their access (within
100 km or 50) to urban amenities 5u;h as jobs and
shopping -

d The Decision: To Move

In discussing specifics of the migration decision we
shall separate i1deas relative to the decision to mote from
ideas related to the decision where to noce ' Although
we recosnize’ that the two decisions are often hard to
distingwsh and are sometimes made Sinfultaneously,
thinking about the two separately allows us to learn
mutch about the total migration act.

The decision\to leave a place (to move) 1s often a very
ordinary, and eve expected, part of hfe” In Western
society there are reg
cveles Atkey points in that hife cycle, decisions to move
are very common  An individual often leaves home
upon graduation from high schoot to form a new single-
person household. With niarriag€ one or two moves
usually occur As a famuly expunds. housing needs often
change,"again causing a_ decjsion 10 move, (American
middle- and upper- -middle-cluss young couples typically
move from an apartment to & house when they have
children—even to'a larger home when the family ex-
pands further.) When children grow up. older couples
muy move tnto smaller quarters as a result of this key
chunge 1n housing needs. Separations and divorces, or
other changes in famuly structure. similarly lead to one
or More moves

Career ¢y le factors are hkewise related to migration
The procurement of an initial job upon college or high

* school grudu;}lnon. job ransfers. lay+offs, or even pro-

=« Brown and Moore (1970) use this distincion in their model of
intraurban nigration decivions ,
*
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larittes 1n individual and fanily life

motions to 4 ‘better job in a different location can be
related directly to residential movement Job  pro-
motions may indirectly cause nmugratuon by supplying
the needed hinancial boopt for a fumily to move to a new
dwelling Sinularly. an upwardly mobile tanmuly often
attempts o “match™ the status of ity dwelling and neigh-
borhood to the status of a new job. Finally, retirement
frees people ol one key element in the activity space—
the work place—and provides additional lessure time,
thus typically stpulating thoughts of mugrauon,

An age mobility gruph (Figure 3) illustrates the result
of these hife and career cyele factors For migrants who
stay within a given county, as well as forthose who cross
county boundaries. the greatest mobility occurs in the
age cohorts between twenty and thirty-four years,
People are going through many of the key points in both
¢ycles during this ume Those factors relaung to longer
distance (total displacement) migrations. such as going
off to college or taking a job after high school, come
somewhat earlier than those relating to local moves,
such as family formatign and expansion or job pro-
motion—hence the difference in the curves for the two
types of migrations

The graph ulso shows that along with thus large group
of migrants goes a set of secondary migrants. their chil-
dren in the age cohort-five to nine years One can also
see an increase in the mobility rate for betwegen-county
migrants in the sixty-five to siaty-nine age cohort w hich
yncludes many persons at the reurement point in the hfe
cycle, and in the very elderly age cohorts where muny
persons are leaving their own homes for msmuuons or
homes of children or other relatves. g

Other decistons to move have little to do with\li
cdreer cycles. Sonte are essentially forced nu 15 that
result from inner ¢ity urban renewal projécts, highway
construction, or dam-reservoir projects. In such cases
the decision to move i1s not made by those who migrate,
but by ¢ governmental body. The decision on where to

14
N a .

percent of 1970 populotion more thon S yeors
of oge with different residence 1n 1965 ’

- ] I‘\l

- . N o

. \

*30 ¥ 0

B . \ oD ‘

N\ \DIFFERENT RESIDENCE,
RN \, SAME COUNTY .
- \
\

5 "\\‘Il \ N

20 . \ AN

R DIFFERENT RESIDENCE,\\_’/\\//
B : DIFFERENT COUNTY .
L 1 1 1 A 1 Il 1
5 10. 15. 20- 25. 30 35. 40 45. 50 S55. 60. 65. 70. 75- 80- 85
9 1419 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 b4 &9 74 79 84 +
oge cohort

Figure 3. Relationship between mobility and ugc. migrants
between and within county boundaries, 1965-1970 Source
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move i left to the mdividual—such persons, 1n etfect,
become refugees .
. Sull other decisions to move are related to percensed
neighborhood conditions Thredl\&( property v dltes, to
the satety ot their neighborhoods, or to school quality
have put some families 1n 4 position of teeling httle
chowe but to move On the other hand, many of the
poor or nnority persons may feel so threatened. but in
effect feel thattthere 1y no chorce butdp stuy because they
. Lick the hnowledge about places to go
“There 15 one tinal portant ¢lement in the decision to
mose 1t has been said (and oftenby the Census Bureau)
that about twenty percent of the American population
/m.m ey every vedr, tempting the conclusion that everyone
moves every five sears Butsich estimates are counting
moves, not movers, and single indiv iduals mday account
for more than one of the; moves During any given
pertod of a4 few vears, we have aset of *movers™ and a
larggr set of “stayers Thisis the moter stayer concept,
stating that a munonty  of ndividudls—movers—ac-
wounts tor most of the movesin a population (Morrison,
1971) This coneept holds in many countries having
ditferent societies and dnﬁcruu levels of development
Aceountng for this Lomcpt In pdrt, Jare the large
numbers of pcoplc in the very mobile age range of
eighteen to thirty-siv vears and the moves assoclated
with hey life «.\Llc points. Ao aecounting for this are
sonmie persons who just seem’to move a lot! They come
from all socloeconomi categories and racial groups, but
may be persons who are somehow ‘unsettled (or unset-
* tleable), perhaps occupationally unstdble or socially
.- Testless 1t-has beerdbserved that a person or famuly 1s
most likely to n]/on\’a Jgain right after having moved
{exaept for persons making the major investment of
purchusing a home) and the probability of moving again
dechines with time at a given place As people establish
soutdl ind economic roots in g4 neighborhood or com-
munity, they tend to stay.in that place. As familiarity
with a place increases throuah lving there, lo»alues
often increase and the thoughl of considering moving
elsewhere fades Some of the movers, then, are those
persons who never establish the ties, never settle in

The D‘ecis‘iqn: Where to Move

The key to understanding the "where' aspect of the
muigration decision is in the information gathering proc-
ess  Through various media (both intérpersonal and
mass) and through more direct cognitive processes,
people learn about the attributes of potential places to
Ive Wolpert (1965) usesrthe concept of place utility to
describe the basis upon which people make migration
focation decisions [t 1s the value (or utlity) assigned to
various places as potential places,to live. Place utility
theory contends that individuals weigh this value for
alternate phicgs about which nformation 1s known,
compare them to the current place of residence, and
migrate 10 one of the alternatives 1f 1t has sufficiently
high comparative place utihity .

People Use numerous criteria to judge places, but

_these are always conditoned by the potential migrants’ ;
generdl knowledge of places and therr abiliy to gather

\)‘ - “
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turther informution as part of the search process Two
types of information ulumately wergh upon the location
decision 1) information that people gather throughout
their Iifetume to form a general set ot lonb term place
preferences—they gather such information and assign
place utilities or location preferences without necessary
reference to nmugration, and 2) fformation that pcoplc
gather about places, often a 1mm.d number of places,
when they seriously contemplate & move These {:mcr

places are called the se space
The two types of informational inputs to the migra-
tion decision—long-term place preferences and search
spdves—are dissussed 1n turn, followed by a discussion
of the factors rnldtmg to the chowe of one pdrmuldr'
place as 4 destination. poR
fy

Long-Term Place Preferences e

People ure cénunuall\ acquiring and storing informa:
tion about places. Some s locational informatjon—
where pl‘ms arwith reference to other places or with
respect to some other reference syvstem (direction, dis-
tancee, country, region, ete ) 2 Also stored 1s information
about the ¢ontent of pluces—muyjor lundscape elements.
population churdctenstics, and other attributes that
might hasve 4 bearing upon “what it 1s like to live there ™
These combine with locational attributes to form 4 total
site and situation image of potental places to live, -

Geopraphers and others,have attempted to medasure
these images over the last few years A common researsh..
procedure 1s to ask people to evaluate different nelgh-
.borhoods in4 city or different states in the United States
as potential places to live. The result is then mapped ds o
preference map (often referred o as a mental map) In
this procedure people place their evaluations next to the

name of each neighborhood or state on the research
assumption (perhaps not unrealisuc) that indinduals,
attach meaning o language symbols or place names.?

Figure 415 an example of u preference map exercise
givento a samplc of URiversity of Hlinois undergraduate
students n early 1976. They were given a list of state
names and asked to rank the siX most desirable as a -
place to live and the six least desirable. Most of the
students grew up 1n lllinois, sixty-two percent in the
Chicago suburbs. Their preference for the West Coast,
Coldfado. and llhnois 1s apparent, as is their dislike for °
the prospect'of living in the Great Plains or the Deep
South. !

1t iy argued that furmal education in the United States 1s presently *

laghing because location, or “place name™ geography is not taught in
clnmcnur\ and secondary schools as 1t used 1o bg Today's young
adult populdllon 15 said to be locationally ignorant, not knowing
where Vietnam or Indig 1s located. not to mention Attica or Anchor-
age
g’Tht: AllernAIL\c i to give people outhne maps-of the .lrt.d in
question and have them evaluate places as they perceive them on the
map This 15 as much a test of their locational knowledge as 1t 1s of
their preference for places A combination of the two methods s, of
course. possible

* This pattern iy typical of that found in 5|m||dr studies Gould and
White (1974), for example, found positive images of the West Coast,
Colorado, plus the home states for students 1n Minnesota and Penn-
svivapig, and Cahforaia These groups were also unammous in their
aversion o Living in the Plains States and the South Alabama students
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, D Ten most preferred states tranking indicated)
E Ten ieast preferred states ranking from the least preferred)

Figure 4 Rankings of states as potential places to live, Univer-
sty ot Hhinois students, 1976 Source compiled by author

In attuching attfibutes o place names, individuals
have a tendency to make spatial stereoty pes—viewing
the entire place (¢ g . the state) as having the character-
tics of one particular spot they know about. or in any
case generahzing specifie information beyond the area
which 1s known (e g . generalizing about the Midwest on
the basis of one visit to Ashtabula. Ohio) To 1lluslrdlc.
the same survey that resulted in Figure 4 was given to
similar samples of University of lllinows students in

1970, 1971, and 1972 The results were ncurl\ 1dentical
with those of 1976 except that New York was consis-
tently 1n the top ten destred places in the earlier surveys
but was rated last in 1976 The 1976 class had just beén
exposed 10 several months of extensive media coverage
of the fiscal problems in New York City To these stu-
dents, the language ssmbol “New York™ came to be
identified with serious problems and the entire state as a
place to hive suffered in their preference maps

Partly because of the tendency to stereots pe, the geo-
graphic scale at which preference maps are méasured
has a significant bearing upon the outcome If we had
asked the sample individuals o rgspond to symbols such

s “New Orleans.” “southern Califorma,” “San Fran-
ciseo.” “northern Michigan,” or “*Baltimore.” the over-
all preference maps could have come out differently To
many people. those parts of states comjure quite differ-
ent images from their respective state images as a whole.

There are several information gathering processes
that can play an important role in forming preference
maps As suggested above, exposure to mass media 1s
one of them The geographic content of television news
and entertainment, NEwSPAPErs. MAgazines. movies,
books. and recordings all. in the long run, help to shape
preference maps One of the reasons New York City's
fiscal woes received so much exposure relates to its
position at the top of the urban hierarchy and its asso-
clated central position in the disseminatior of news and
1nformalion§¥d¢v«a@rs for television and radio net-
works, wiree#&rvices, and publishing activities). Tradi-
shuw a more egoventric locational preference by ghooslng the Deep
South and California apove all other places .

o .
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tonally there has been a large wolume of information
emanating from New York City—when the news 1s bdd
4 bad image is spread far and wide, Other forms of mass
communcation erhance place images by repeated men-
tion or coverage of purticular pluaces Popular recordings
m the U S.. for example, have gone through locational
fads that at various times emphasize such places as New,
Orleans, “Philly,” “Motown™ (Detrogt). California,
Georgia, West Virginia, and the Rocky Mountains ®

Information for preference maps can be obtained
through othgr mechanisms, including travel experiences.
discussions with others about their travel and residential
experiences, and formal educational experiences. Travel
may be particularly important since seeing places first-
hand tends to make them more “real™ to many people
As leisure time for Americans has increased. more vaca-
tion travel huas ensued, and the relationship between
vacation travel experiences and choosing a place to line
has probably increased (a toff¥fc we will explore later).

We do not yvet know the extent to which these gcncml
preference maps are directly important to migration
decisions ® We do know that, at a very gencml level.
places that get high. reference ratings. such as Califor-
nia.. Colorado. and l?lundd hdvc been growing rapidly
because of migratiod \Nc‘!ﬂso know that preference
images influence the growth of decline of certain cate-
gories of places For example. there 1s a propensity for
whites migraung from gredter than, say, 100 km. to
avoid central cities 1in metropolitan areas which have
high percentages of bluck population. high crimevates,
and other social and environmental problems. However,
whites moving from the suburbs are not so affected
(Roseman. 1976). This tsa,probzdbl) becduse whites mi-
grating lgnger distances (&R0 stereotype the entire
central .city as undesirable as a result of undesirable
attributes of parts of that central city. Nearby potential
migrants. on the other hand. can dlsungunsh between
different parts of the central city and do not avoid 1t
entirely.

Since there are many other factars that influence the
decision of where to move, general d\fcren«.c maps do
not necessdarily predict where an individual will locate
The first tangible act in the dectsion 1s to begin a search
after having made at least a tentatve decision to move.
By understanding this search process we can shed light
upon some of the other factors.

7
Search Spaces .

TFhe set of places that the potential mlg'r{ml seriously
considers 1s a search space (Brown and Moore, 1970).
The conceptis best discussed at two different geographic
scales. a broad national or regional scale for persons
considering 4 move from one lo®le (city. town, or rural
area) to another, and the local scale for potential mi-
grants within a city, town, or local area

At the broader scale, search spaces may be geographi-
cally extensive or severely constrained Single persons
upon graduating from college may hgve sqggral job pos-

s Scc Francavigha (1973) and Ford (1971) for discussiops ot loca-
tonal dSPC\.l\ of populdar music production
* For 4 discussion of this issue see Lioyd (1976)
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sthilities and even \c\criﬂ Jub offers .31'\1 varnety of logd-
tons - Thesr percenved lack of tied 1o 4 place, coupled
with & drise to see other places, may allow serieus
consideration ot all these focations Their actual chowe
coutd be highly influenced by that 1deddized preference
map which they have been fashionig over the yvears,

More realistically howgger. might be the case where
only 1 tew teastble places are induded in the search
Spaces As amatter of faell i a survey of 696 migrants
during the early 1960°s. Lansing and Mueller (1967 211)
found that sinty -four percent did not consider any alter-
native to the place they actually Chose' The nugration
decision was essentially o choice ‘between the former
residential location and one other Many of these per-
sons with such Timited search spaces were transferred by
their employers, others had hined up a job before mos -
mg.and sull others had gathered information regarding
Jobs only at that partigylar place The decision of where
to move 1y made*imultaneously with the decision to
move 10 many of these instances

Millions of migrants, both bluck and white, used hm-
ed search spaces during the Tast several decades n
moving from the rural South to the East. Midw eyt and
West Coast They usually based their choice of destina-
ton not on having a specitic job prospect. but upon the
fure of friends and relatives who had migrated pre-
viously to a particular city These friends w ere the only
mtormation source (defining a one-location  search
space ) and often helped to Cushion the shock of entering
the urban environment by, helping the migrants to find o
Job, sometimes even by housing the new arrinal for o
tme Many such migrants gave no thought to moving to
any other plixe  This dependency upon friends and rela-
tives has been ty preal of immigrants to the United States
as well

Often migrants go back to the place where they grew
up or where their family roots are found These return
migranty have limited their search spaces to and made
theyr. locational decision on the basis of a place about
which they "have know ledge through previous residentyal
expenidize = \gain, hmited search spaces are the rule

Retireés also tend to have imited search spaces At
the retifement stage of the hife and career cycles. many
personyare moving to locations 1n a better environment
(e g . mce climate). but do not define large search spdces
deross broad areas dathr désirable egvironments (e.g.. the
entre “Sun Belt™) Instead they depend upon their own
travel experiences, moving to that place where they had
heen vacattoning annually for numerous years. the rea-
sons for choosing a place to hive converging with the
reasons for choosing a4 vacation spot. This is illustrated
by the findings of 4 recent study of persons migrating to
Florida (Sly. 1974) Of 1333 migrants interviewed. 984
{(about seventy-four percent) had visited Florida one or
moreslimes prior togmoving to that state, Of those 984,
abouttwo-thirds traveled to Florida for vacations (as
opposed to business trips, visiting family or friends. ete )
and almost niety percent of the travel experiences in

Florida were for more than one week. Other retirees-

depend upon friends and relatives to define their search
spiaces  Numerous retigement communities 1 ATizond,
Flonda, and elsewhere lure retifed persons from the

'
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East or Midwest through a chain information.pguess in
which friends influence each other ” One persQn or
vouple makes the move. then advertises the advantages
of the new environment to therr friends Thus, ong-time
friends (or relatives) can retire at the same locale and
mamtain close soctal contact

It appears that search spaces at a national scale are

indeed limited for the magority of migrants The restden-
tal location of friends and relatives, previoys residential
experience, and travel experiendes, all Xactors 1n-
fluencing general preference, seem to be very important
in defining imited search spaces beyond which many
potential migrants do not continue searching

When migeation within a local area 1s considered. a
greater number of alternative locations typreally com-
prises the search space Using newspaper want ads, con-
sulting real estate agents. soliciting friends’ and rela-

tives” opinions and assistance, and hterally searching by .

visiting potential sites, are all processes hat influence
the search space Information sources that depend upon
others (friends, relatives, real estate agents) play a very
important role. The cogniuse preferenc¢e maps of others,
formed on the basts of their experiences in the locad darea.
can greatly influence a search space’

This 1s particularly true of migrants who are arnving
from a different locale and must, in addition to choosing
a4 locdle, choose a specific site within Such persons have
two search spaces—one at the broader geographic scale
(nationdl or regiondl) and one at the scule of the local

ared of the destination, The second search space l)pl-\

cdlly must depend upon the preference maps of others.,
often resulting in the choice of a residence which turns
out to be undesirable because of the limited input of the
migrants’ own preferences. The result 1s that such mi-
grants frequently move again within a year or two

- within that local area.

Locational” constraints aré instrumental in defining
the local search space. The principal work place of the
household may be used uas a reference point around
which 4 maximum radius 1s defined for including locu-
tions in the search space. In small communities and
cities up to 200,000 or so population, this radius may
encompass the entire community, but in ldrger metro-
politan areas thig.s Iikely to imit the search space to one
part of the melrm{olnun area.® Perhaps « more reahstic
idea of the workpluce as a locational constraint is that a
radius is defingd, within which potential migrants are
indifferent to distance to the workplace. and beyond
which distance fo work 1s traded off with other attri-
butes of the potential residenuial site. In this case, $uc-
cessively greater distances o work beyond, the critical
radius will be acceptable only for sites with greater and
greater attractiveness (in terms of cost. neighborhood
environment, character of the home, etc.).?

{ See Palm. (1976) for an exanunanion of the mfluence of feal estate
knt: upon search spices .

* Adams (1969) has argued that general mental maps. search spaces.
Jnd migrant destunations within metropulitan areas tend to be limited
i sectérs radiaung outward from the center partly as d result ol the
structure of transportation systems i cities and the assocated resist-
ance 1o travel across the center of the city

* This ided 1s akin to the fricnionless zone concepUsuggested by Getrs
(1969) 5 * .
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fnmdivaidual cases, Tocation with respect to places ol
other regular activity nught imut the household search
Spuce Aweess toeertain types of schools, shopping tacil-
itres, and church or dub locations, tor example, may be
important enough to a household so that they *screen”
locations imtally on the basis of these factors

Other constramts are econonuical and racial The real-
tties of Amenican urban hfe are that the poor are quute
Linnted 1n their search spaces—hmuted to private or pub-
lic lose-cost housing Simularly. most minonty individ-
udls are excluded Uom vast dreds both \\lthm muajor
central cities and especially in suburban areas. This puts
a4 particuldar hardship on low income and nunority blite-
collar workers whose jobs have moved from central ity
dreds to suburban areas with the recent out-migration of
industry It s difficult for them to commute outward,
given the structure of pubhe transportation systems 1n
Amencan cities, and ditticult for them ta mose their
residences outward ¥

Choosing a Destination

The chowce of one place for residence out of those
comprising the search space 1y the last decsjon i the
mugration act At the d’'geographic seale) .uqumnu
4 Jobor ajob transter almost dictate that chonee. a

Sew Muller (1976 and Stud
these problems .

1977 tor delasled commientaries un

IV. MIGRATION DATA

Nunrerous sources of data are available to soual sui-
entists n the United States for the study of migration
behavior and the resultant spatial patterns of migration.
The ideal way to study individual migration behavior,
including reasons for the decision to move, formation of
sedreh spgaee. and redsons for choosing a particular des-
tindation, is to survey a large number of persons via
questionnaire or personal intersiew Surnveys on'u large
scale. however, are rure Targely because of the great cost
involved. As o result. most survey research has been
somew hat imited 1n sample size and 1s usually location-
speuific 1n the sense that only migration within or to a
specificrlocality 1s studied

Assuming that the resedarcher s interested only in
movers (and not stayers)."? it iy nefficient to use random
samples of an entire population to 1solate only migrants.
Enstead, researchers typically use various other methods
to mtiate the sdenufication of movers who are sub-
sequently surveyed For example, hists of new-customers
are dften obtangble from utility companies (gus. elec-

2 Perhaps 4 weakness in contemporars migration research 18 a

prevceupation with movers, with less attention being paid to factors
thatinfluence the \ldhl‘]ﬂ_\ vl signiheant propurtions of the population

Q
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1t dictated the scarch space For other migrants, job-
related reasons and the attraction of urban amenities
have always been important. but on the increase are
reasons felated to Jimate. recreationdl opportunities,
and rurdl Life-style ' Later in this paper we will explore
how these reasons fof choosing a destination have hgd
important impacts uopn the differential growth of places
over the lust several decades

At the narrower (local) scale, choosing that one desti-
nation 1> wsually an act of matching the household needs
and desires to a place. subject to job location. and racial
or economi constraints Houséhold needs and desires
are dearly related to Life and career cycles—hence, the

;0151005 to move and where to mose have close affinuty.
ThY 15 one of the processes by which relatively homo-
gentous neighborhoods. defined on the busis of income,
Lthmut\ and stage in the hfe cycle, for example. tend to
dey Llop and to characterize our metropolitan areas.,

Brown und Holmes (1971) have ulso suggested that in
the findi deasion. at the local level, the place chosen
tends to be near the centerd of the search space 1f this is
0. the search process may be one of searching around
the ideal location to contirm that the final choiwce s
detudlly the best (at leadt the best in Io;.mon.xl sense,
or near the center Of that broader environment that 1s
preferred) v

“hor g discussion of recreation amemity factors in mugration see
Svart (1976) v

-

tric. and water companies). These lists l)f)lCd”) cofitain
only households who have moved intv the community
served by the company. giving the researcher a list of
persons with 4 common migration destination from a
variety of origins (4 type of m-mugration field to be
discussed shortly ). Sometimes similar lists are obtain-
able from local "welcome wagon™ representatives who
combine utility hsts with other sources to idcnuf\ new
arrvals, Y

Occasionally. lists of persons Lhdngmg address within
4 communmity gan be obtained from utility companies.
but more commonly used sources for such data are
telephone und city directories. "It 1s possible to take a
sample (or deal with the entire listed population if the
commumty 1s small) of persons histed at time t and look
for them at ume t + [ (suy. one or two years later).
Those who are found at the sume ‘address .are non-
movers, those found at u new address are local movers.
those who dare not found are either out-migrants, per-
sons who died. persons v ho changed their names
through marriage or other p sses. or persons who are
just no longer histed (those who drop telephone service
for example). The reverse process can be followed by

-
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tracing persons bachward in ume and dentitying the,
alternative outcomes, including this ume. the ident-
fication of possible in-mugrants to the communty

\nother source v the Uxe of post office forwarding
address cards (or lists made from the cards) w hich are in
the public domain and which idenufy local moves plus
the forwarding address of persons moving out of the'
communiy This latter feature makes this source umgue
and potentally valuable to researchers, .

Aot the above nugration data sources are subject to #
vers important buases: Most are biased against the poor
and or minornties and. in addition, are less accurate dnd
tess eaily obtainable in large cities, Yet the use of these
sources and other nxethods of obtainimg survey data dre
valuable to migration researchers in their efforts 10 un-

-derstand nmugration behavior '

Broad patterns of mugratuon. however, are virtually
mpowsible to obtain through survey methods We must
rely upon large-scale government sponsored data gath
ering efforts One example 15 the one percent Soctal
Securnity surves. which is done vearly and provides infor-

ion on the migration of persons emploved or look-
mg tor employment and subject to Social Security
tanes ¥ The advantage of these data i~ that we can get
vearly pictures of nugratidn flows within the U S.. but
disadvantages imclude the fact that the workplace and
not the Tresidence s specified. only persons on Social
Secunty are sampled (leaving out federal government
waorkers, many state employvees. railroad workers. and
some other employment groups) and. because the
sample 1y ~o small, movement can be specified only
between relatively lurge geographic areas (e g.. states or
large metropohitan areas)

Another prominent data source 15 the U.S Bureau of
the Census. whichgprovides net migration estimates
vearly by county (10 'be discussed and used later in this
paper) plus a vanety of nugration informaton from the
decennid censuses From the 1960 and 1970 censuses. a
sample of the population five vears of age and older was
asked where they lived five years ago (i.e.. on April I,
1970 they were asked where they lived on April 47"
1965) * The Bureau-then compiles and publishes the
information in a variety of ways For instance. for local
areas (including counties. cities, and census tractf within
larger cities) the tabulations include the number of per-
sons hving in 1) the same house, 2) a different house but
i the same county. 3) a different county, 4) a different
state. and 5)% different country From these tabulations
we can get a broad picture of the number and sources of
migrants arriving at a place. and in turn seme help in_
explaining the migration component of population

‘growth or dechne of that place '

", The Bureau of the Census also aggregates these data
into large mugration natrices. or flows among a set of
geographic areas. A very useful one is the matrix of

11 These data are described in Thompson (1974) Comments on their
use wan befound in Hirschberg (1971) and U S Social Sedunty Ad-
minstration (1971

'* The Bureau used o twenty-five percent sample i 1960 and a
hifteen pereent sample in 1970 The 1950 wensus used o similar pros
" wdure hut asked peuple where they lived vne yedr previously, making
the resultant mugration duta not direutly vomparable to the 1960 or

1970 data ;
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flows between 510 state economie dareas (SEAs). which
dre aggrégations of counties and include the entire area
of the United States (U S Bureau of the Census, 1967,
19721 One weakness of these data s that small flows
must be interpreted with caution becapise of sampling
error (Thompson. 1974). Another 1s thut the data are
only an indirect measure of migration. as an individual
may have moved several tumes in the five-year period
among several places, or an individual may have mi-
grated from a place and~hen returned dunng the ume
interval. In both cases alual migrations are under-
counted The data really represent aggregate population
displacement from place to place over a five-year pertod.
regardless of the kind or number of individual migra
acts that underhe that displacement.

The strength of these data lies in their specificatipn o
flows from place to place for relatively small adreas.
especially SEA's, In essence, they represent the best
“geographie matnix” of migration data avaiiable for the
United States We will make use of the SEA mugration
matrix in this paper to help describe patterns of migra- |
ton dnd changes in these patterns between 1955-1960 1

' i

and 1965-1970.; & - ° |

'
i

igration Data
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Sty s inthe \\tcxl_crn part & the couptry. and tor Vur-
ginne pieal of the Fast Metropohitan SEA s were orig-
mnally detined s those counties w hich were in metropol-
Han .areds i 1930 qnow referred to as Standard
Metrbpolitan Statstical areas or SMSA's) However,
where aatate boyndary divided the metropolitan dared.
twa separdte SE V'S were created (as in the case of Ar-
Lington,' Varginia becoming o separate SEA from Wash-
mgton, D C and the suburban Washington parts of
Muarsland, even though all three areas were considered
part of the single W ashingtop-metrdpolitan area). It s
dlsa noteworthy that new counties have been added to
SMSA™S but not to metropolitgn SEA'S, so that com- |
parison of SEA"S through e 1y possible. Most states
have vome urban SE\'s encompassing one or more
counties assocated with the major cities of the state.
The Bureau of the Census divided the remainder of
each state into nonmetropohitan SEA'S using the eriteria
of economic and agricultural similarity Usually SEA'S
dre sets of contiguous counties, but In some cases are
spht mto two parts They have varying shapes and sizes.

Since_we suspect that factors affecting in-migration
and out-migration are somewhuat_different. we often
treat the geographic components of the two separately.
This can be done when breaking down 1 migration datu
matrix into migration fields. '

Figure 6 shows what s referred to as the i-mugration
field of the Cleveland SEA. 1955-1960. It 1s simply a map
of dll of those SEA’s. both metropolitun and non-
metropolitan, which contribute more than a specified
number ot migrants to Cleveland. One percent of the
total in-migration to Cleveland was chosen as the cutoff
level Wenow have a picture of the geographic pattern
of the myjor sources of the 145.931 migrants Who were
in Clevelund 1n 1960 but not 1955

A souldl scientist mught be interested 1n the in-migra-
tion component of the population change of Cleveland.
and can help to explan it or predict it by knowing
something about 1) the churactenistics of the people
who move 1n. and 2) the places. and types of places*
from which they came. The latter 1s captured in the 1n-
migration tield coneept and is particularly important to
the geographer because distance moved. types of envi-
ronments at the ongin and destination, and other as- .
pects of the locauonal decsion are. reflected 1n these
aggregate patterns. )

Figure 6 also shows the 1965-1970 in-migration field
for Clevelund. Comparing it with the 1955-1960. field
illustrates an important concept of migration—that over
ume aggregate flows of migration at this broad scale
tend to be rather stable The in-migration patterns
changed little—Boston. for instance. exceeded the cutoff
in 1965-1970 (and hence appeared on the map). but was

~ . .
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and contam a4 number of counties (ranging from one to

“duvens of counties but typiedlly having about ten). In

V. MIGRATION FIELDS
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the West they tend to cover vast areds where counties
are large. and relatively smaller areds in the East where
counties dre smaller and population density 1s greater
In spite of the variation, the coverage of the U S 1s
exhaustive and the résearcher 1s presented with the pos-
sibility of examining migrauon flows among and be-
tween metropolitan and nonmetropoltan places One
problem’ does lie in the size of the data m{tpix, with 510
aredl units, there are 259590 possibje Ndws between
different places'* W ith modern computer technigues it
I possible to “boil down™ or summurize all of these
flows into generalized patterns, but in this paper, we will
demonstrate und ptilize o much simpler system of exam-
ming flows 1n the matrix.the mugration field, which can
be done eastly without the wd of computer methods

R0 < 309 = 239,390 flows when the diagonal of the migration
matriv (e those “flows™ which oniginate andend within an Sk Ayare
not vonsidered W hen they are, the total number of lows in the matriy
s 310 - 310 = 260,100 ‘

. .

-+

just below the cutoff in 1955-1960 with 1404 migrants to
Cleveland. Los Angeles and a nonmetropolitun SEA 1n
Virginia also appeared in 1965-1970. One of the reasons.
in this case, for the stability 1s that Cleveland's overall®
attractiop for in-mugrants changed little between the two -
ume periods (145.931 n-migrapts 1n 1955-1960 and
149.712 1n 1965-1970). We shall see later That where a
migration component of growth at & place changes dra-
matically. 1t 1s likely that significant changes in the geo-
graphic patterns of flows to or from that place have
occurred i ¢

Out-nugration fields for Cleveland are also shown in
Figure 6. and are defined as that set of SEA’s which
receied from the Cleveland SEA more than a specified
number of migrants during the ume penod. They too
have stability over ume. ’ _

Most of the total volume of migration within the
Untted States 1s either among metropolitan SEA’s or
between them and nonmetropolitan SEA’s. with rela-
uvely few migrants moving among nonmetropolitan
SEA's. Because of this. most of the general patterns. and
changes in the patterns, can be observed by looking at
metropolitan migration fields (such as those for Cleve-
land). When we examine such fieldg for 1955-1960 und
1965-1970. certain recurring patterns are observable and
can be generalized in the following*ways.'®

"* The author haseexamined the in- and out-migration fieldgo{all
205 metropuhitan SEA™s for 1965-1970 and a substantial portion ©
those for 1955-1960" They were generated by a computer mapping
program wrnitten by Richard E Groop of $he University of Kansas.
whose assistance 15 gratefully acknowledged The models discussed in
this paper resulted from the synthesis of all the migration field patierns
observed .
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A Generalized In-Mjgration Field

R Y
A generdalized description of in-migratien ficlds in-
udes thres identifiable spatial patterns Which appear

consistently 1n the tields of U S metropolitan areas. The
first may be referred to as hinterland nugration, the ten-
dency for all aties to draw nnmgrants from their sur-
rounding nonurban termtory  The nonmetropolitan
SEA s in northern Ohio and northwestern Pennsylvania
. that contribute large numbers of migrants to Cleveland
(Figure 6)-are examples Such mgration 1s partly a

function of intormation disseminated about job op- _

portunities and other attractions of metropolitan places
. lhr;)u;.h mdsd Medid Television and radio market dareas
and newspygper arculation areas tend to \.orrcspond\;&}
the ared of sigmticant hinterland migration.

We can also relate hmurldnd migtation to the contact
that people have with urban areds through regular shop-
ping, entertainment, and business tips Hence, when
many nonmetropolitan residents contemplate the deci-
ston to move, the search space and ulumate decision of
where to go isstrongly iafluenceéd by the dominance of a
nearby meropolitun place in much of their everyday
life. HlnLcerd migration from relatively close range
(5dy up 0 100 km) 1s not us great-ds might be expected
because ol the tendency (fjx mdny persons in small towns
and rural dareas 1o subsfitute commuting for migration
(Holmes, 19723, Many individuals retain nonurbagl resi-
dences while taking advantage of metropoltan job op-
portunities through commuting.

The exact spatial form of hinterland migration, of
course, varigs from <ty to cty, but certain tendencies
are observable As distance increases from the metropol-
itan place, its influence decreases and hinterland migra-
tion decreases in volume, This distance decay pattern 1s
often muditied by burriers such as major mountdin
ranges. water bodies, or state boundaries, In the last
cdse, persons living near state boundaries often “look
toward™ a myjor city 1n their own state for media infor-
mdtion and other purposes. and hence may be more
likely to angrate there even though o similar-sized or
larger €1ty 1n_an adjacent state 1s closer. In general, the
role of such barriers to hinterland migration patterns 1s
andlogous to therr role in modifying spatial patterns of
. innovation diffusion ¥

Another vanation 1s in the areal size of hinterland
patterns. which 1s related to the competition among
ciyes for territorial influence In areds where large cities
are closely spaced. such as the Megalopolis region from
Boston to Washington, hinterdand migration areas are
quite small, because of the severe competition among
the various cities for the attraction of migrants. In the
W est, by contrast. hinterland patterns of such cities as
Denver, Salt Lake City, and Albuquerque cover much
larger spices which, of course, are much less 'densely °
populdlcd From the viewpoint of the potential migrant
in a’'nonmetropolitan area chodsing a destination city.
the concept of inrertening upportunities may explain the

<which to, choose. '

' .t

dway if there are few or no intery ening dlurmm es from

.~ -
A second part of the ggneralized in- “migration field
_wan e termed ntraurban mugration There 1y an

unmistahable importance of other metropolitan areds in
the migration ficlds of ®P metropolitan SEA’s, impor~
tant flows coming from all nearby metropolitun SEA™s
dnd from larger ones at greater distagees This pattern
represents movement through the lf\?.drnh_\ of urban
areds, with the population of the sending area being
directly related to ghe numbef™of migrants sent and
distance being mursc.l\ related to the number.’ In-
traurban mugration represents the reabity that there are
large numbers of migrants generated by all metropolitan
areas and their choices of destingtions 4re influenced by
their general images of other crties whith, in turn, are
structured bs their lacation in the urban hierarchy Thr -
15 partly because position in the urban hierarchy 1s re-
lated to prominence in the mass media.

Considering, the Cleveland in-migration field (Figure
6). most of the nearby Ohiglant western Pennsy lvania
metropolitan areas, rcg:drdlcss of size. show up dlong
with larger aties (but ndt smaller anes) at greater dis-
mm.cs (e.g,. Philadelphia, New York City. Boston, Chi-
cago, and Los Angeles) To cite another Lx‘lmp‘le the
medium-sized California ity of Fresno captures mL:l]:
n-migration field aff muropohmn aredas in Californ
ldrger and medium-sized metropolitan areds elsewhere

-ip the West (e.g.. Portlahd. Seattle, Denver, Sult Luke

City). but only the largest at greater distances dway
(Chicago and New York Cuty).

A third general type g rauon may be referred
10 a8 chunnelized migrd(éﬁ%c tendency for cities to
draw from one or twd nonmetropolitan drl%xs at greater
distances than hinterland migration Chann IIF mi-
gration results from strong family and friendship ties
which have drawn migrants from. a pdrllcular nGn-

metropolitan place to 4 metropolitan area in their search
for jobs (Roseman, 1971a). In larger destingjion cities,

“these migrants often imually migrated:to get & job. then’

schoice of the nearest city—a city which may be quitesfar

" For o dpcussion of barriers Lhat affect dlﬂ'usnon palterns see
(xould (1969)

~
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wrote back to telatives und friends indicating their suc-
cess and encouraging othets to follow

The depcndeme upon interpgrsonal mformdludn and
aid results in one-place search spaces for migrants who~
are involved in Lhanncllzed flows. For this reason. ldrge
i raverse long distances—that is,
d) not even LOﬂSldCr alternative

tance (tra¥v i, lrmel ume) do not enter the decigion-
mahing process. Also. beCayse of the dependence fipon,
interpersonal communication, channelized flows tend to
be stable over ume..Thus a secial system develops in
which fumily and friendshiff ties remaini strong:between
the two widely separated pluces, sUmuldung migration
continuously.

\ s
o] -

* The mler»gnmg opportunities cuneept was unynaled by Stouller
(1940) Iiis revised und discussed by Stduffer (1960) and L ee (1966)

"™ This ided 1s formally stated by the gravin model M,, = P,P, D},
where My, 15 the pl’CdIClcd number of migrants between place 1 and
place §, P, and P, are the populations of the two places. and Dy 1s the
distance between them A thorough discussion of the model can be

found 1n Abler, Adams, unwuld (1971 221-230)
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Ay interesting result of channelizauon s that theaded

ot moving to a particular distant urban area diffuses
soutward from the imital place of ongin | or instance,
the sdea of moving Yo Muncre.a manufacturing oty n
Ingana. probably started in the small town of James-
town. Tennessee, then over the years was pdssed,on by
word of mouth to neighboring_towns and rumf dreas
unul today the channehzed component of Muntie's in-
migratian field covers a large part of east-central Ten-

nessee o . .

Channelized flows are particularly characteristic of
migration from the rural South, whichexported millions
of morgrants, both white and black. from the 1910°s until -
the 1960°v Relatively few job opportunitiess in the”
South. cambingd with changing primary industries (ag-
riculture, mining) that gradually employed fewer and
fewer persons. led people to make decisions to move.
: The dé@ivion of where to move depended greggly upon

interpérsonsl mformation resulting n one-place search
spaces and. in turn, aggregate channehized flows Most
metropolitan areas from the Madwest(Minnesota. lowa.
and “Missourt on the west) to the Northeast (as far ds
New York and Boston) have-channelized connections
with the South (Iigure 7) Midwest uities tend to draw
from Arkansas, Lousiang, Tennessee, Alabamd. und

* generdl. the only urban in-migration fields which tend

- . D . ‘ .
Mississippr. whereas East Coust cities typically draw |
from the Carolinas and- Georgia Cleveland (Igurg 6)
has a rather persistent channelized flow frgm southern
West Virginma

As suggested by Iigure 7, metropolitan areas else-
where. tooshave channehzed flows The m-migration
fields of Los Angeles and some of the other West Couast «
cties have channelized components from Arkansas,
Tevas. and Lowsiana. and some also have channelized
flaws from the Plans states of the Dakotas. Nebraska.
Kansas. and Oklahoma dating from the Dust Bow! days
in the 1930°s when thousands of people left agriculture
in that region for the West Coast An occustonal chan-
nelized flow is found elgewhere—the flow from southern
Montana to Minnedpolis, St. Paul 1s an example. In

not to have channelized flows from distant non-
metropohtan places are the in-nugration tields of cities
in the South, . - N

In-migration fields occasionally contdin an “*oddball™
flow that cannot be explained as hinterland. urban. or
channelized. the three basic patterns discussed above
These tend not to persist bver tume (and using the SEA
migration mdatrix would be typrcally seen 1n 1955-1960
and not 1963-1970 or vicé versa) They result from barge

» ]

“

LY
Los Argeres
':o . . .
® Metropolitan SEA o(desnr\onon
. Nonmetropolitan SE’A of origin
. 4
— * v - :
Figure 7 Example of channelized flows These are relatively large migration flows from nonmetropohitan SEA'S to distant
. metropohitan SE &'s which persisted for the periods 1955-1960 and 1965-1970 The persistence suggests that they are bgsed on
" strong information lies between origin and destination. and therefore are probably channelized flows These are only a few of
the hundregds of channelized flows that probably exist in the U S Source U S Bureau of the Census (1967, 1972)
: : - 2! : ' -,
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tndhstrial transters, nulitary transfers, or some other
mfiv have little choice of destination In general, how--
er. the hirst three patterns identified go a long way

tpw ard describing the in-nugration tield patterns of U S.

thetropolitan areas and alsa shed some hgu upon the
inderlying behavior ot migrants

& .

A Generalized Out-Vigration Field

Three major patteras dare also Charactenstic of metro-
politan vut-migration tields hinterland, intesutban, and
recreqtion anrenits  mugration  Just as  metropolitan
areds redate to therr surrounding hinterland through
‘mdss medr, travel behavior and in- mn_r.mon they also
send  large numbers of nugrants to nedarby non-
metropolitan areds Cleveland. for example (Figure 6),
sends large numbers, of persons to nonmetropolitan
dreds in northcrn Ohio Some of the nugrants mahing up
such streams dare persons returning “home™ after having
Ined in the metropolitag area_ tor periods of ime up to

Cseveral decadds Others seeh pob opportunities or the

lfe-style of small towns and fural areas and choose o

’

a

E

-
b

destination within lhc dared of mfluence of the metropol-
ttan place im-which they grew up . Some are exurban

migrants who are sull Ucd o the metropolitan dreq by -

commuting to jobs, retatl stores, sacal fundions, and
recreatipndl activities They y&ke partial digplacement
‘migratiors that-do not comgetely change their activity
spaces  Other exurban -mugrants go heyond distances
that \muld allow direct contact with the mclropohmn
ared but My -sull have-tes through radio. television, or
_newspapers n Exurban migeangs are pargicularly impor-
tant (o present dygy mugration pattgrns, as we shall dis-
cuss later Overall, hmlcrl.md migration represents
strong flows of people in both, directions s 15 ty predl of
mIgrauon streams in general,
The second pattern tn the out-migration modcl 15 also
the reciprocdl of the in-migration_ pattern’ intratithan

migration W ith the exception of the West Coast-aities

-t be described below), the intraurban component of
Cleveland's out-migration field s \cr\j stmular to that of
its in-mugration field (Figyre 6). Such’symmetry is char-
acteristic of the in- and out-Nugration fields of most U.S.
urban areas and simply illustrates that large numbers of;
migrygnts flow through every wize of smlcmenl-wnhln the?
system of urban places. Ay in the case of the n- migra
uon telds, the intraurban part of out- migration fields

Can be explained partly by the size, distance relationship
(the gmavity model)

_The third major pattern found in out-migration fietds
Is accounted for by movement to recreation, amenity
areds Such flows can be fairly stable over time, but.
somewhat less so than the first two patterns. The rela-
tively unstable flows extend to dhatever scenic, warm
wedther, or recreqion dred that happens to be'in favor
4t the time Stable destinations include Califdgnia, Ari-
zond, and Florida, which show up consistently in Cleve-
land's out-migration fields in both 1955-1960 and 1965-

™ W qth the prollfcml‘ryn of cable television installations frsmall and
mediumesized 1ow ns, some [drge uity television stations are widely seen
much beyund their usual broadeast limits
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1970 (Fagure 6), as they do m the fields of virtually every
metropolitan area east of the Rockies and north of the
lorda border The flows to Arizona and Hornda, in
particular, gre composed of muany retirees seehing 4,
wdarm wegther environment  Recently other recred-
tion amenmity dredas have been appedring i metropohtan
out-migration fields, for’ example, northern I\IIL}H& in
recenves an influx of migrants from Detroit, parts of.
New England from New, Yok, the Ozarh-region in
Missourt and Arkansas from Chicago. fand parts of Ore-
gon from Los Ahgeles The choice process of migrants
mdahing up these streams is influenced by 1) intef-
personal ties—retirees, for example. choose a retirement
cammunity to be with friends from their owp home
town, 2) advertising—metropolitan darew newspapers
frequently carry prominent adsfor retirement and in-
vestment communities, and 3) vacdtion tras gb—indn 1d-
udls often decide where to move on lhc_ basis of Hrst-
Nand. -perhaps  yearly,  eaposure  to . certarn
recreqtion amenity dareds. N -
Asn the case of n-migration fields, Ehc first three
patterns nieely charadterize most metropolitan out-mi-
gration. yet some additiondl patterns, are observable in
some fields: Again there are those which result from
ifdustrial and military transfers. There are also patterns

. resuling from return, nugratton 10 nonmetropolitan

areasowhich aré sources of chanhelized nugration
streams and which are based on the friend and fanuly
tes between the two places, Many tities of the North-
edast, Midwest; and California -have a farge “‘counter-
strea.” composed of persons who return “home™ to
the nonmetropolitan place periodically (perhaps migrat-
ing back dnd forth as economic arid-job market condi-

‘ions Lh.mgc in either or both locations) Others seturn

“home™ pcrm.mcnll) dissatisfied with or unable to ad-
Just 10 the city »Although 1tis just shorl.oflhu minimum
value and therefore does not show up on our map (Fig-
ure 6), there were 1509 migrants moving from Cleveland

" 10 the ared 1n West Virginig in 1965-1970 that we pre-

[
) .11 out- mtgr.mdn anet migration hgurg rcsulls

viously identfied ap w'source ofy channelized flow.
Returr® migration iseanother examplReof the symmetry
that 1s typical of muay migration streams, )
N ’
Net Migration Fields - _ - .

-

net effect of two separate migration ;trwms Similarly.,
the net effect of in; and out-migrition ficlds can be
described *by thé wet nugransn field, derived*by sub-
tracting the out-migration stream from the place m -
quesllon to each other place from the corresponding in-
migrqtion stream. In the map of the CleveMnd net mi-

, graton field (Figure 8), yll other SEA’s thyt contributed

[\

1o a4 net loss or a4 net gdm ‘of at least 1000 migrants at
Cleveland, 1955-19607are indigated. This gives & picture
of thé areas that gontributed 10 the growth ofCleul.md
and the aredas which contributed togits decline.

The map $hows that the migration streamsy -to the
amenity /recreayon regions of California, Arizona, dnd
Florida have much smaljer counterstreams and thus
contribute to the loss of population at Clevefdnd. On the

‘o
. '

‘
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Net Migration Metro  Noametra
. LI " SEA SEA
Positive 1000 or more  )° [

3. Negotive 1000 or less &
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* Figure 8 Net migration field of the Clevéland, Qhio SEA. 1955-1960 Source. U S Bureau of the Census (1967).
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“ other- hand. the channehzed stregms to and from south-
ern West Virgina resulted in a gain of people to Cleve-
land, a long-standing tendency. Flows to and from ur-
ban areas in/Wwesl and Northeast are mixed-in
their net effect off Cleveland's population, and losses to
nearby nonmetropolitan areas were the, rule. -

Generally, net ‘migration fields are not as stable
through time as in- or out-migration fields because net
figures tend to be small compared to gross flows. Never-
theless. net migration fields do reflect overall population/
rédistribution trends—in Cleveland's field, for exampl{
m&ements to California are clearly reflected. They als
allow some understanding of the unique roles that-might
be played by different urban, places as redistributors of
population.”Whereas most urban places have similar in-
and Gut-migration fields and only a few prominent
places in their net migration felds, others, such as Tus-

. caloosa, Alabama, have an mmbalance that results
pecubiar net migration pgtterns. Its net migration field
shows population gains ?rom very other SEA within,

e\ -
1] b - .
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the state of Alapama and loss to numerous SEA’s, espe-
cially metropolitan ones, all over the eastern U.S. Tus-
caloosa is.a college commumity attracting students
largely from within the state (and college students are
counted by the Census Bureauy at their college residential
location) but tending to redistribute peoplg (including
graduates) to a niuch broader area. T

In the remainder of the paper.we will make use of the
ideas of in-, outh_and net migration fields when dis-

. cussing migration trends, past, present, and future. They

represent three ways to interpret geographically move-
ments that cont'ribule"lo the population gains or losses
of different kinds of places.?*

™ Students are encouraged to ¢onsult the census volume “Migration
between State Economic Areus"” for 1955-1960 gnd 1965-1970 (U S
Bureau of the Census, 1967, 1972). It 1s a simple task to consgruct the
in- and out- and net migration fields for their home State Economic
Areas and to use jhem to speculate upon the nature and history of
migration streams that are important to that place A map of all the

" SEA'sinthe US and a hst pf counties that each encompasses are

included in each volume
’
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The overall pducrn of populduon movements in the
1950% "and early 1960°s was 4 culmination of some fun-
damental trends that had been evolving Tor several pre-
vigus decades The longest standing of these 1s the move-

/-}F‘“‘ from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan places. As

>

is the Lase 1n most countries of the world. “develop-
ment” has coincided with lessening demand for farm
labur and expanding employment 1n ciies. As 4 con-
sequence, the in-migration from the hinterlands of most
uties exceeded the out-migration, gs cities drew people
from the region they commanded. .

In asspaation with this trend was the tendency for
population to move up the urban size hierarchy. A
popular hypothesis, the “'step-wiseymigration’™ hypoth-
esis, held that migration behavior led individuals off the
farm. to 4 nearby town, on to a large regional center,
and then perhaps to a very large city. Such behavior 1s
rare for individuals, but often took pldue over d gener-
aton or two wifhin one family. In dny case there was net
moyvement from smaller to ldrger places, as growth and
agglomeration of industry in larger crties tncreased jobs
there. The largest cities had the fastest growth rate,
smaller cities a lesser growth rate, and small towns and
villages a decline. Through thedfirst half of this century,
the net migration fields of a large city, usually showed
gatns from many smaller cities, whereas those of the
smaller cities showed losses to larger ones. It is impor-
tant to note that there fisi\e been, throughout this cen-
tury,and the last, large flows in both directions among
urban areas, the relatively smaller net figures redirecting
the aggregate population to the larger places. .

Broad regional patterns persisted through the 1950's
as well. Notable is the considerable net migration of
both blacks and whites from the South to northern and
western cities. It accelerated rapidly among blacks be-
tween 1910 and 1920 as racied-and economic problems
surfaced 1n the South, and northern industry experi-
enced increased demands for labor, espehldlly during
World War 1. Catalysts to such movements included the
recruiting "of blacks by northern industry représenta-
tives, and by media campaigns, especially through the

“national edition’” of the Chicago Defender (Henri,
1975). The movement of whites from the South did not
start as dramatically, but was equally important. Similar

- “pull” factars 1n the North and West brought whites out
"of agriculture from all over the South, and out of mining
areas, particularly in Appalachia. In all cases, the chan-
nelized flow of information, often following rdilr*tld
lines, the major transportation mode of the ea

twentieth century. was very imiportant to the choice ofa

specific destination. .
. 1 4
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Large moyements. tp the West Couast began when the
droughts of the 1930's devastated agriculture in the
Great Phuns, sumulating migrants to seek jobs in Cali-
fornia. Such movements continued after World War 11,
with origins expanding to the entire Midwest and much °
of the East. Similar although more gradual movements ,
were depleting the papulation of other depressed areus,
including northern Michigan, Wisconsin, and northern
New England. Superimposed upon these relatively long-
term trends, important flows from the Northeast and
Midwest to Florida began to accelerate after World War
11. Composed partly of retirees, these flows came to be
very important in the overall migration patterns in the
1950°s, and wege reflected clearly in metropolitan'migra-
tion fields during that time,

One result of the large net migration from rural areas
wds the depletion of ghe population in the most mobile
age cohorts (young Jdult). This led to considerable ag-
ing of the population and to @ natural decrease in many
rurdal areas in the Plains States and the South. It also
resulted 1n less out-migration after the middle 1950’s
because most of the persons likely to migrate had al-
ready done so. The out-migration trend. had clearly
peaked in the 1950’s. g

At the lagal scalg, suburbdmzauon from central cities,
4 slow but steady trend for decades, accelerated after
Wortld War 1 as urban areas embarked on the ‘freeway
efi.’” In the 1950's this resulted in an increasing differ-
entiation between suburban}rings and central cities in
terms of jobs—commuting to and from the central city

Sy v » - .
became a mass phenomenon—and in terins of racial and

economic characteristics of the population as the goor
and minorities had fewer opportunities to suburbanize.

* Gradually, jobs suburbanized 100, so that ‘by the early

1960's. both manufacturing and sales,’service jobs were
highty dispersed throughout metropolitan areas instead .
of cQneentrated at the core as was typical earlier. View-

tratipn of people and jobs into metropolitan areas was
the rule, at the local scale there was concomitant dis-
persal within metropolitan areas,”

This brief sk of pre-1965 migrauon trends pro-
vides the foundatfon upon which we will examine recent
population redistribuiion patterns. Many of the recent
changes have roots in earlier times, but seem to have
been first observable in the middle 1960’s. We will begin
by considering locational preferences that were held, by

ing this at the national scale, agglomeration and concen- /

Americans at lhlS critical time, the late 1960’s.

2 See Muller (1976) for mote detail on the suburbanizat} oLess
and 1ts geographical consequences.
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. - Location Preferences

Since the late 1960’s soeial scientists have shown con-
stderable interest in measuring the residential locational
prefessnces of Americans Several large national surveys
have been conducted asking people to designate a pref-
erence for hving in different types of places (e.g.. large
crty, suburban area, small town. rural area). Others
asked for broad regional preferences (e.g.. the West. the
South). !

Fuguitt and Zuiches' (1975 493) summary of several
‘'studies indicates-an aggregate preference for “small
cities and towns, and rural areds " ranging from aJow of
forty-nine percent of those surveyed to a high.of sev-

. ,,enly;n'me percent. In spite of some difficulty in com-
paring studies because of the vanéd terniinology used 1n
wussessing preferences (e.g.. "rural” versus "‘farm"' ), there
seemed to be a consensus that suggests a majority pref-
erence for areas that previous to the late 1960's had
generally been losing p‘opula%ion through migration. We
do not.know if such preferences are really’just a recent
phenomenon or have existed for a long time because ~
there 1s but scanty ewgence on locational preferences
before 1966. If the preference structure, has,changed.
these results could be a harbinger of subsequent changes
in actual migration patterns. But such changes would be
contingent upon the actual ability of persons to act upon
their preferences. An ability to nove 1s one of the prereq:
uisites. and reldtive freedom of destination cHoice is
another. ' .

Further details of Fuguitt and Zuiches' study clarify
the nature of loeational preferences; whereas twenty,
percent of the persons sampled lived in cities larger than
-500.000 population, only nine percent preferred such
places; and of the twenty-four percent living in cities of
50.000 to 500.000 population. only sixteen percent pre-
ferred that size of place. In general. the 1481 persons
surveyed preferred to live yn smaller places than their
residence at the time, a ﬁnzl?rl}g similar to those of other
studies. This study. however, was different from others
1n an important respect.” It disinguished between rural
and small/medium-sized towns within thirty miles of a
large city and those farther away, and found that fifty-
five percent of the sample preferred the locations acces-
sible to urban areas and 3nly nineteen percent the more
" remote locations. This finding discourits the implica-
tions of some other studies that people would fill up
isolated rural areas of the country, particularly in the
West. the most popularly preferred region. Fuguitt and ,
Zuiches (1975: 496) conclude that: ’

Many people respond positively to* the idea of. rural
hiving. but not where it would entail disengagement from

[

;

+ P Ths distinctton 1s important because most studies lumped to-
gether all small towns/rural areas without regard fo any Jocational
N considerations Other studies dealt with regional breakdowns of pref-
erences. but used regions too large to assess accurately the type of R
environment preferred (the “West” included both Wolf Point, Mon-
“ tana and Los Angeles. California. two rather different living environ-
ments).
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the metropolitan complex This suggests a clear destre to
have the best of both environments—which may include
proximity to metropolitan employment, services, schools
and facihties. along with the advantages of the smaller
local-residential community for familial and neighbor-
hood activities. :

Their results clearly suggest the pofentiul dominance
of exyrban growth and exurban' migration 1n ngn-
metropolitan population changes. Further inter-
pretations by Beale (1975) of the Fuguitt and Zuiches
findings. however, suggest that migration from metro-
politan to isolated nonmetropolitan places might stem
from the preferences. Beale (1975: 12) states. "By a wide
margin (65 percent to 35 percent). the big city people
who preferred a nearby rural or small town residence
ranked a more remote rural or small town place as their
second choice. and thus as preferable to a big city."

Beale (1975: 13) goes on td suggest that migration
since 1970 reflects “to a considerable extent” many
people actually acting on the preference f{or 4 rural or
small town environment over a-metropolitan residence.
The next sections review some of the migration trends in
the late 1960's and early 1970's. contrast them to pre-

vious patterns, and document some of the many reasons_

for recent patterns. N

, Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan
- Population Changes

Table I shows hew the growth rates of metropolitan
and nonmetrdpolitan areas have changed in recent
years. Standardized to an average annual growth rate.
the data show that metropolitan areasin 1970-1975 have
been growing at a much slower rate than in the previous
decade. and central cities of metropolitan areas have
been losing population in the more recent period. Sub-
urban areas outside of central cities were still growing at
a 1.8 percent per year rate but that was down from al4

* percent rate previously. A substantial increased growth
rate, however, was observed in nonmetropdlitan places.

The growth tate decline in central cities is a contin-

TABLEl PERCENT POPULATION‘CHANGE, SMSA's
AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS, )

1960-1970 AND 1970-1975

Average Annual

- Percent Change
. 1960t0 1970 to
‘ 1970 1975
Met‘ropolitaﬂn Areas 1.5 0.7
(1n central cities) . (0.6) (-06)
(outside central cities) - 24) ( 1.8)
Nonmetropolitan Areas 0.7 1.2

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1\976)

39"7
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udation of the decentralization trend within metropolitun
areas (SMSA's) Fifteen of the twenty-one largest U.S.
central cities (those having 500,000 or more population)

_lost population between 1960 and 1970—such losses

E

were continuing 1n the 1970°s (Morrison and Wheeler.
1976). In the 1970°s, not only are central cities in general
losing population but so0 are entire metropolitan areus:
whereas only one of the twenty-five lurgest metropolitan
areas (Pittsburgh) lost population betpeen 1960 and
1970, ten lost population between 1970 and 1975, Fur-
ther. at least forty-four of all 259 SMSA’'s were losing
population (Morrison and Wheeler. 1976). Thus we can
see d general rejersdl in growth patterns—with non-
metropolitan places having increasing growth rates and
metropolitan places decreasing growth rates. Simular
trends huyg been observed, and perhaps even preceded
those in the U S., in several countries in Western Europe
and in Japan (Sundquist, 1975: Viming .and Kontuly,
1976). ) :

What 1s the role of migration in this reversal? Tuble 2
shows thatsin the 1965-1970 period, metropolitan areas
45 a whole were net recervers of migrants, but they were
experiencing considerable net out-migration (over |35
million) in the first half of the 1970 decade The net
exchange of people between metropolitan and non-
metropolitan places had reversed 1tself. Partly respon-

P

N ¢

TABLE 2 MIGRATION TO AND FROM SMSA's
1965-1970 AND 1970-1975
1965-1970 1970-1975
Net Migraton * +3582.133 —-1.594,000
In-mugration +5.809.415 +5.127.000

Out-migration —-5457.282 6721000

Source U S Buredu of the Census (1975b)

sible for this was some decrease in the total migration
stream 1nto metropolitan dreas (about 700,000)—but
the larger component causing the net reversal was the
1.3 million i rease in out-migration from metropolitan
areas (not just'central cities) which has led to a big part
of the change 1n growth rates seen 1n Table 1.

Spatial Patterns of Net Migration

The reversal has meant renewed growth of many non-
metropolitan places which, for decades, had been declin-
ing as 4 direct or indirect result of large out-migrations.
Beale and Fuguitt (1975) compiled the map in Figure 9
by aggregating net mugrauon data for 2470 non-
metropoljtan counties in twenty-six regions. 1t shows,

Percent Annual Net
Mrgeation
+1

%9 350 1960 1970 _
0 70 J4
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Figure 9 Net migration for nonmetropolitan counties 1n twenty-six regions, 1950-1960, 1960-1970, and 1970-1973 See Beule
and Fuguitt (1975, 3) for data sources used in compiling this m&p Source. redrawn from Bedle and Fuguitt (1975 Map 3. p
30) with permission of the Center for Demography and Ecology. University of Wisconsin-Muadison.
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for most nonmetropolitan places, the rather dramatc
changes in net migraton, from net lpsses of population
through migrauon in 1950-1960 and 1960-1970 periods
toanet gun in 1970-1973 These reversals were experi-
enced in nonmetropolitan areas of New England and the
Northeast (regions No 1 and No 1), northern Wiscon-
sin, Minnesota, and Michigan (6 and 7). mdny dreas in
the South (especially 10, 12, 19, und 20) and the Pluns
and Interror West (21, 22, 23, and 24). Hence the re-
versab was hardly limited to one type of non-
metropolitan place nor to one region

Continued growth through nugration, rather than a
reversal. 1s observable on the West Coast and 1n Flonda
(2526, und 18) which have peen attracting migrants
fromcolder chmatc areas of the U.S. for some ume.
and in the Megalopolis region (2) which is highly urba-
nized and has been experiencing exurban growth or
“spillover”™ from metropolitan areas through the last
three decades The major exception to the tendency for
net in-migration 1n 1970-1973 was regron 16, a lower
Mississippt Valley area with a tradiional cotton plan-
tation economy and a black population majority. Even
here. however. the decrease in net out-mugration was
sufficient to influence the region to start growing in
population after several decades of decline (Morrison
and W heeler, 1976 16) '

Afmore detailed spatal picture of the results of these

-

"

migratien resersals can be seen in Figure 10, To con-
struct this map, Census Bureau estimates of net migra-
ton by county for 1970-1974 were consulted.? Because
individudl county estimates are sometimes subject to
question, and because desefiption of broud patterns s
sought, the map shows regrons defined as aggregates of
at least three contiguous counties which experienced a
. netn-mugration during 1970-1974 exceeding by at least
five percent the 1970 county population. The map..
therefore. shpws regions of relative growth from migra-
uon, rather lﬁan that for individual counties. It 15 biased
somewhat toward small (typically nonurban) counties
because in such places rather small net in-migration
figures can exceed five percent of the population—none-

“~ Hbor each vear since 1970, the CensusBureau has had g cooperd-
tive project with local und state agencies to compile annual daty on
totul population, births, deaths, and net migration They are pubhshed
by the Bureau in Current Puptdation Reports, Series P-23 and P-26, one
Nsue for each state (see U S Bureau of the Census, 19734) These
reports are available at most university and college Libraries, and at
muny public hbraries The estimates are computed from lowal birth
and death records. Medicare statisties, records of mosement of mili-
tary and other istitutional populations, and federal income tay rec-
ords, among other sources The estumates lor any one given county are
raunded tu the nearest 100 people and are subject to fallibihty None-
theless, they are the best availablesmigration data at the county level
and  because thef e up-dated anpually, give g general dynamic
picture of population changes resulting from migration (as well as
other components )

D Ragions defined by at least three contiguous
counties in winch 1970-74 net in migration
exceeded S percent of the 1970 popuiation

Twenty largest SMSAs, 1970

{ ",

Y
Figure 10 Regions of relative growth due to migration. 1970-1974 For definition of regions see text. Source U S, Bureau of

the Census, 19754
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theless, it shows those places, rural and urban, where the
reluiite ampdct upon the population because of mugra-
ton has been substantial .

The growth areas shown here correspond fo some
extent to the broader-seale pattebns seen on Figure 9.
both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan Arizond and
Flonida stynd out. the Interwor West has considerable
nonmetropolitan growth, and northern Minne-
sota Wisconsin Alichigan and the Ozark regron of Mis-
sourt and Arkansds are large contiguous regrons of non-
metropolitan growth Also numerous smaller regions of
growth are scattered throughout the Interior South, Me-
Ldlopolm. and New Engldnd

\onmuropohmn areas near large cities tend to ap-
pear on this map ds well. With the exceptions of Mil-
wdukee, Cleveland. and Pittsburgh (where there are
single adjacent counties meeting the growth criterion),
there are growth regions neighboring all of the twenty
largest SMSA's, probably the result of exurban migra-
tion There are muany areas, however, which did not
meet the mapping criterion—much of the Great Plains.
4 band from the Corn Belt to Pennsylvanida and New
Y urk and considerable dareas in the South Also. most
central wities and other counties within metropolitan
areds do not meet the criterion. although many subur-
ban countes are stll experiencing net in-migration. but
not above the five percent criterion

Characteristics of Growing and Declining Places

Before considering migration streams and migration
behavior that underlie the net migration pdtterns shown
on Figures 9 and 10, we will consider briefly the types of
plaves which are attracting large numbers of migrants
and those which are not.

_Several attributes of places relate to their recent at-
tractiseness to migrants. One of the most important is
the recreation dand retirement character of many

places—Arnizona and Florida. of course. but also Ore-

E

gon, the northern Midwest. New England, and numer-
ous places in the South outside of Florida. Retirement
communities often coincide with recreation areas, which
in turn are oriented toward reservoirs and other bodies
of water, and toward hilly, scenic environments. The
existence of recreation or retirement activities creates
jobs in the service sector. ‘thus attracting job-seeking
migrants of all ages and tending to retain local popu-
lations which might otherwise out-migrate.

The ability to attract industry is a second critically
important characteristic of places that grow through
migration. Having shown a decentralization trend prior
to 1970. industry was then and 1s after 1970 contributing
to the revival of many nonrhetropolitan areas in a wide
vartety of dispersed locations {Beale, 1975° 9). Part of
the basis for the decentralization is. the preference for

-
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dmcmf\ Jrecreation regions by individual or smull
groups of decision-mahers who choose places for small
factories or branch plants. In the South, for example.

muany growing nonmetropolitan places are in recreation’
areds and at the same ume are attracting industry

Another set of places growing as a result of migration,
a set that is nearly mutually exclusine of recrea-

- tion retirement dareds (Beale, 1978), hus large colleges or
universitics, especially those that are state supported
Other institution-dominated couanties show growth. too.
including some with military populations, state capitals,
and other federdl and state employ ment bases These are
dispersed throughout the country and typreally do not
show upon Figure 10.

A md_]orm of the .places growing rapidly through
migration, however, dre those which are not character-
1zed by type. but instead simply by location near metro-
politen dreas. According to Beule (1975. 7) about five-
eighths of the total net in-migration to nonmetropolitan
counties between 1970 and 1973 was experienced 1n
those nonmélropolndn counties which are ddjd\.cnl to
metropolitan areas. There are some recreation ‘amenity
places and places attractive to industry ngar metropol-
1tan areas that draw exurban migrants, but there is also
constderable exurban growth in places that can be char-
acterized only by their location.

Those areas not attracting large numbers of migrants
include broad areas which have stable. prosperous farm-
ing economies, including much of the Great Plains and
Corn Belt. They neither have attracted industry.in large
amounts nor possess the recreation and amenity attrac-
tions that might lure retirees and other migrants, but
they continue to be economicully viable. There ure ex-
ceptions. isolated counties in Kansas. Towa. and In-
diana. fer example. have experienced surprising recent
in-migration.

Also not yet attracting a large positive net in-migra-
tion are the rural counties in'the South with large hlack
populations. For one thyng. they tend to be in areas of
the South that have been by-passed by major réservoir

“projects and developers of retirement communities.
Also. industrial location decision-makers tend to avoid
predominantly black counties on the basis that they
perceive blacks as less qualified workers and as having a
gredter propensity to unionize. Return migration of
blacks to the South has not increased sufficiently to
cause mijor populatior reversals. although out-migra-
tion has decreased enough to s|0w population declines
considerably

* This cbrrespundence of places with recreation and industry 15
reinforced by the fact that relatively cheap power 15 available to
industry in"association with reservorrs that are focated in hilly. scenic
recreation areas These also happen to be the places in the South that
were domifiantly settled by whites, dnd today have dominantly white
populations

()
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MIGRATION

The reversal of migration streams which now carry
more people from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan
places can be explained partially by separating the deci-
sion to move from the decision of where to move. For at
least two reasons more and more people are now mak-
ing the decision to move from metropolitan areas. First,
a rapidly expanding proportion of the U.S. population

VIII. DECISIONS UNDERLYING RECENT

PATTERNS .

1 1n the over sixty-four age cohort and, as retirement .

ages decline in many occupation categories (from the
traditional sixty-five down to sixty-two, sixty, or even
fifty-five), an even more rapidly increasing proportion of
the population is retired Thus an increasing number
and proportion of people are now free from job ties that
would keep them in & place and are able to make a total
displacemept migration decision.

Typical retirees are also on substantially greater in-
comes than their counterparts of twenty or thirty years
ago By the [gge 1960's and-early 1970, Social Security
and other retirement programs were providing steady
incomes to a much greatér proportion of the retired
population than previously—hence, many more persons
at that stage of the hfe cycle have the financial ability to
make the decision tg move. Coupled with this s that the
cost of living was inflating rapidly during the early
1970%s, particylarly in metropolitan areas, creating an
additional stimulus for persons on fixed incomes to
move away from such places.

Second, as the popular press increases its coverage
and commentary of urban problems of crime, safety,
transportation, and fiscal affairs, not only.in central
cities but elsewhere within metropolitan areas; the dver-
all middle-class and upper-middle-class image of urban
and suburban life has been modified. Coupled with this
is the mass media dramatization of the rural, back-
woods, and smull-town environments as desirable. For
many, especially white middle- and upper-middle-in-
come whites, the relative place utility of living in an
urban area has reached the doubtful level and the deci-
sion to move out is contemplated. In addition to these
two broad factors, lhere'{rrglhose who have little choice
about moving and are transferred with industrial move-
ments and hence~‘decentralized:”

The question now becomes: where to move? This will

be discussed in terms of different types of migration .

streams: 1) exurban, 2) migration to more isolated non-
metropolitan places, and 3) migration down the urban

*hierarchy.

v

Exurban Migration Streams
" The greatest change in nonmetropolitan America is
perhaps taking place near metropolitan placgs in small
towns and rural areas that may have been stable or
declining for decades. Exurban migration is responsible
for much of the change in these places. Figure 11 and
Table 3 show the nature of exurban migratior in the

L
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Atlanta area by comparing migration between the five
county metropolitan area and four surrounding non-
metropolhitan SEA's, 1955-1960 and 1965-1970( The
nonmetropolitan SEA's are c!early beyond the Yradi-

surrounding Atlanta (Figure 11). Atlanta gained popu-

tional tract developmeént suburban areas immediately .
)
(

lation from each 1n 1955-1960 (Table 3) consistent with
the draw most cities had upon their hinterlands for
migrants during the period, but lost to each in 1965;
1970. Particularly large net losses (6093 and 4408) from
Atlanta in the latter period were to areas 3 and 4, the
ones immediatély adjacent to the boundaries of the met-

-ropolitan area. The most important change in migration

streams accounting for the reversal with respect to these
areas was the near doubling of migration from Atlarita
(8240 to 15,134 and 11,727 to 21,220). At the same time
Atlanta’s draw upon migrants from these two SEA's
remained about the same. The growth of these areas
through migration, then, was clearly the result of a
considerable increase in exurban migration from At-
lanta, a tendency that has probably persisted, if not
increased, since 1970.

Migration from Atlanta accounted for approximately
twenty-eight percent of all in-migration to area 3 1n
1965-1970 and approximately thirty-eight percent of all
in-migrants to area 4—an indication of the influence of
Atlanta upon the population of these areas. It is likely
that exurban growth surrounding Atlanta ¢as well as
other metropolitan areas) is a product of both exurban
migrants and migrants from other rgetropolitan areas
who chose an exurban location near Atlanta. The migra-
tion flows discussed with reference to the Atlanta area
are typical of most metropolitan regions in the U.S.

One by-product of exurban migration is the recent
growth of many small towns and villages. In Kansas, for
instance (Figure 12), villages of population less than
1000 in either 1950 or 1970 which at least doubled their
populations between the two dates are, without ex-
ception, located in exurban areas of Wichita, Topeka,
and Kansas City, the three major metropolitan areas of
the state. Virtually none of the other villages near the
three metropolitan places were declining in population.
Elsewhere in the state some villages grew and more
declined through a variety of factors (Groop, 1976), but

‘a substantial part of village growth in Kansas is related

to proximity to urban places.

The decision to move for exurban migrants may relate
to a wide variety of factors, including dissatisfaction
with city or suburban living environments. But the deci-
sion where to move very likely relates to a need or desire
to have s:}e\tiglo the urban place, direct ties to a job
on the urban fringe; desire to have regular access to
shopping or entertainment activities on the fringe; or
simply contact through the mass media. These ties are
coupled with a nonurban living environment in the
choice of a destination.




Surrounding
Nonmetropolitan
SEAs

Figure |1 The Atlanta, Georgia metropolitan SEA and sur-
rounding nonmetropolitan SEA's

Migration to More Isolated Nonmetropolitan Places

Many persons choosing tafleave a metropolitan area
for a nonmetropolitan place beyond exurban range do
so oh the basis of either previous residential locations or
vacation experiences. For example, a retiree who has
spent decades tn a metropolitan place after having been
raised in a rural area, attains the freedomato move upon

retirement, then chooses to go “back home.” The most”

feasible place in the search space 1s that place where the
retiree grew up and with which fairly consistent ties have
been maintained through the years. Most large metro-
politan areas have rapidly expanding populations of
rural-born persons now retiring who might make such
decisions. The result could be significant reversals of
hinterland migration and return migration streams com-
plementing channelized flows. As yet, return migration
has not played a major role in the population reversal of
nonmetropolitan places in the South (Long and Hansen,
1975), but 1s observa®Me in some places afid is likely to
play a greater role in the near future as the rural-born
retiree and previous channelized flows are reversed.
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Figure 12. Village population gr;)wth. Kansas, 1950-1970.
Source:. Groop (1975: Figure 16, p. 807 Redrawn by per-
mission of Richard E Groop

More important in the nonmetropolitan reversal, in
general, is the creation of relatively new migration
streams, rather than the reversal of the old. Agadin con-
sider the metropolitan retiree making the decision to
move and thinking about where to go—the most feasible
possibility may be that place where he or she had been
vacationing annually. Perhaps investment had already
been made in a second home, a cottage, or land 1n the
vacation area, a factor which would bind the location
decision. In any case, new migration streams follow
previous vacation pathways. Migration streams created
by such a process can be somew hat channelized, just as
vacation trips are channelized—individuals from a par-
ticular town or city going to a common vacatfon area,
the area having been advertised by word of mouth. Mass
media advertisements of vacatign areas and retirement
developments, too, are often concentrated upon particu-
lar metropolitan areas, stimulating a channelized flow,

Nonretirees moving to recreation areas may also be
influenced by previous vacation or residential experi-
ences, but the economic and job attractions at the alter-
native destinationgmay induce many of them to broaden
their search spaé?\This is another way in which new
migration streams are created—flows to areas where
jobs are available. )

The migration reversal in the nonmetropolitan Inte-
rior West is an illustration of the creation of new migra-
tion streams. Most of the eighteen nonmetropolitan
SEA's in the states of Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Utah,

TABLE 3. MIGRATION BETWEEN THE ATLANTA SEA AND NEIGHBORING
NONMETROPOLITAN SEA's, 1955-1960 AND 1965-1970 . -
Nonmetropolitan From Atlanta To Atlanta Atlanta Net .
SEA 1955-60 . 1965-70 1955-60 1965-70 1955-60 1965-70
Georgia | 3,207 5,000 ° 6,212 4,895 +3,005 ~105
Georgia 2 1,664 2,560 3,078 2,279 +1.414 —-281
Georgia 3 8,240 15,134 9,560 9,041 +1,320 —6.093
Georgia 4 11,727 21,220 15,208, 16,812 +3,481 -4.408
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1967, 1972). a
b b
. ¢ 23 b ‘
) -
Y 3»2‘ | :
!
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and Colorado recen ed important met in-migrations dur-

ing the 1970 10 1974 peniod (Figure 10). The area as 4
. whole had been losing migrants in the 1955-1960 period,
but by the 1965-1970 period was gaining (Table 4)
Migration out of this area to the metropalitan places
within the five states stayed about the same, just over
81000 but migration from those metropolitan, places
into the nonmetropolitani areas increased from nearly
33,000 to over 71.000. a reflection of increased exurban
migration  Although nugration out of the nonurban
places to thirty-two major crues elsew here in the West
and Mhidwest increased from 120,000 to over 137.000.
the major source of the reversal in new mlgrauon"\a‘,s
the increased m-nugratton from those cies (72.000 o
300.000) New or greatly enlarged migration streams
from outside the region emerged m the 1965-1970 pe-
riod, no doubt a result partly of the previous vacation
experiences of persons making up these streams. and
partly of recent energy-related developments in the Inte-
rior West,

The net migration fields of Los Angeles, 1955-1960
and 1965-1970 (Figure 13). served also to illustrate
some points about changing nugration streams that af-
fect growing nonmetropolitan areas As expected. Los
Angeles gained lurge numbers of migrants from large
eastern and midwestern cities i 1955-1960, but lost to
several other SEA's in California, both metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan In the period Los Angeles w as. in
effect. a net recever of migrants from the nation and a

redistributor of people to other places in California. B)\

1963-1970 the number of urban places in the Midwest
and East from which Los Angeles made major gains was
reduced from seven 1o five. a reflection of the general
slowdown in migration to California by that ume. Al-
though Los Angeles continued as a redistributor to Cali-
fornia, 1t also lost large numbers of migrants to Oregon
and Seattle (from which it had previously gained). This
is a reflection of the attraction of the Pacific Northwest
first as a vacation place for southern Californians and
subsequently as an attraction for southern California
migrants A similar phenomenon applies to recent in-
tensified migration from southern California to the

t &

Sterra Nevada foothills of central and northern Califor-
nia In the Oregon case, the increasing streams of south-
ern California migrants have cagsed considerable con-
cern damong Oregon resident@@@aring environmental
degradation that might be asg@ated with rapid growth
through massive in-migration. Oregon residents do not
want thetr state to turn into another “southern Califor-
nia”—one possible outcome of large migration to any
amenity, recreation area.

Migrauon Yield changes in the South, including the
appedarance of new mugraton streams, have been ob-
served aswell The net migration fields of three SEA's in
the Somh are used as contrasting examples. Arkansas

*." SEA Number 9. an area in the Ozark region with many
tourist and ement attractions and a nearly 100 per-
cent white population, has been growing rapidly since
1970 as o result of migrauon. In 1955-1960 the area was
stll experiencing a net out-migration, but that reversed

by 1965-1970 (Figure 14a).28 o

I 19553-1960 net migration field showed net out-
migration to adjacent areas in Arkansas (including the
area just west of SEA 9, the home of the University of
Arkansdas at Fayettesille), and to the regional centers of
Little Rock and Kansas City. But also in that period
Arkansas SEA 9 was attracting a net in-mygration from
Chicago. a source of migrants who probably had had
vacation experience rather than residential experience ip
the Ozarks (Realtors in the area explain that the Chi-
cago area 1s their biggest market for persons interested
in land and home sales. rather than the closer metropol-
itan areas of St. Lowss or Kansas City). .

By 1965-1970 net migrauon from Chicago increased
and the large net out-migrauons to Kansas City and
Little Rock disappeared. even though the net out-migra-
tion to the Fayetteville area sull persisted. probably
accounted for largely by college students. Also appear-
ing is a net in-flow from Los Angeles. which likely
includes some return migrants as Los Angeles was a
comthon desunation for earlier out-migrants.

™ The area was. in fact, one of the early nonmetropolitan areaqs in
the country that 2xpérienced a significant reversal of net migration
(other than some exurban dreas)

,

TABLE® MIGRATldN BETWEEN NONMETROPOLITAN SEA's OF THE INTERIOR WEST AND
. SELECTED METROPOLITAN SEA's. 1955-1960 AND 1965-1970*

. To/From Metropolitan
- + SEA’s Within the
Interior West

To/From 32 Metropolitan
SEA’s Outside ofthe’ \
Intenor West

1955-1960 |9/65'vl970 1955-1960 1965-1970 (
Out-migration from P - ‘
: Nonmetropolitan SEA's »81.090 81.558 120,587 - 137.434
In-migrauionto Non- . .
metropolitan SEA™s 52.875 77.290 ) 71.974 300.001!
Net Mugration . —28.215 -4.298 +48.,613 + 16'2.569
* F?r purposes of t‘hls lable. the Interior West is defined as the states of Montana. Idaho. Wisoming, Colorado,
dngo&:?: U S Bureau of the Census (1967, 1972) ) .
' 24 33
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Figure 13 Net migration fields of Los Angeles, California, 1955-1960 and 1965-1970. Source US Buicau of the Cousis
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Figure 14 Net migration fields of three nonmetropolitan SEA's in Arkansas and Mississippi,

Source U.S " Bureau of the Census (1967, 1972)
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Another place 1n the South which experienced a turn-
around and has been gaining migrants since 1970 is
Mississippi SEA 2, a place with a majority black popu-
lation (51 4-percenl black in 1970) (Figure 14b). Large
net flows in 1955-1960 included a channelized stream to
Chicago and lossés to the regional, centers of Memphis
and Jackson The Jackson flow persisted in 1965-1970
but the channelized flow was halved and, most im-
portantly. the area experienced a turn-around with re-
spect to Memphis. Eh/: northern part of this SEA_bor-
ders on Tennessee #hd the exutban migration from
Memphis was sufficient in this part of the SEA to reducw
significantly the net out-migration of the entire SEA .27 It
alsowas probably a major contributor to the subsequent
migratjon turn-around in the 1970’s. Thus the area has
been a'heneficiary of a good location—one near enough
tog met;opohldn place to profit from its exurban migra-
tion.

In confrast to the migration fields of Arkansas 9 and
Mississippi 2 s that of Mississippi 1 (Figure 14c), an
area that has a largely black population (60.3 percent in
1970) and which in 1970-1974 was still experiencing net

** This llustrates a weakness of using SEA migration data. There
an be important vanations 1n migration rates of character of migra-
tion fluws from place to place within SEA's, espeuially large SEA s.
These vaniations are hidden by aggregate total figures for the SEA

5
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1955-1960 and 1965-1970

out-migration. Here channelized flows to Chicago and
Detroit have persisted during the two time periods, as
did flows to the regional centers of Jackson and Mem-
phis. The area experienced no rever¥als of deor migra-
tion streams and no new streams were created—hence
considerable net out- mngr.alnon was still.the rule in 1965-
1970, althouigh less than in the previous time penod.

Arkansas 9 and Mlssmsnppl 1 and 2 are just examples
but the dynamics of their migration fields illustrate im-
portant trends. In the South, in general, most largely
white counties as well as some majority black counties
experienced reversals because of their locations near
large cities—and net migration to these cities showed
distinct reversals. Others had some .channelized flows
persnslmg with some newly created streams from major
cities within or outside of the region. A few others had
clear return flows. In any case, those places in the South
which are experiencing significant net in-migrations
have in the past experienced distinct observable changes
in their migration fields. .

Migration Down the Ur\bgn Hierarchy

The third important type of migration trend concerns

““.:m

migration among metropolitan areas. By the 1940s and"

1950's the majority of total nonlocal migration by the

'35 ‘




' L.

white population of the U'S was among métropolitan one 1n 1965-1970. The reversals. dllhough not large | in

areas By the late 1950°s this was true for black migra- terms of net mugration. often represented l.dlrl) sub-
ton as well (Tills, 1968) In both cases. the long-term stantigl percentage increases gn  the out-migration
mugratipn fy metropohtuan areds had been exceeded by streams from Chigago  Migration from Chicago to
muovement between them because of the depletion of . Rockford. for example increased from 3337 10 4600 (an
nonmetropolitan population numbers and the great in- increase of over thirty-seven percent). Similarly. flows to
Lrease in ﬁroporuon of the population (and hence po- Peoria went up from 3012 to 4851, and to Springfield
tential nugrants) m'tha mietropolitan arédas Prior to the from 1205 and 2405. The reverse flows to Chicago-chd
middle 1960's, the tendency was for the net eachange of notincrease enough to preverg the reversal of net flows.
urban mugrants to be toward successively larger metro- Reasons for this trend aré not unlike those for other
politan places. ' rccem reversals in mugration patterfs. Indastrial growth,
More recently. the tendency s for o net exchange hus been greater in small metropolitan areas than in
down the urban size hierarchy This can be observed at large ones—a part of thec overall de&ghlralnz%ann of
the nationdl scale. the fargest metropolitan areas such as industry in the U.S The perceived metropolitun “*push™.
New York and Chicago typieally dre losing population factor related to crime, fiscal problems, and so farth, 1s
to such smaller metropolitan places in various regions as probably greater among residents of larger metropolitan
Kansas City, Philadelphia. Minneapohs St. Paul, und areas—the response 1s often « move to a smaller metro-
Atlanta There are major exceptions to this trend, but politan ared. Smaller metropolitan areas represent alter-
there has been an increase in observable cases of such natives where adequate employment opportunities are
net exchanges This 1s also the tendency at the regional available. They, of course, have their own exurban envi-
scdle, as many myjor vities now lose migrants to smdllg{r ronments that are possible destinations for persdns
metropolitan areds 10 thew respective regions. Table 5 moving down the urban hierarchy. Small towns and '

« tllustrates this for Chicago and its migration ties with © rural nonfarm places are,growing arodnd smaller metro-
the other sixgetropolitan SEA's within the state of,  politan greas such as Pepria, Springfield. and Rockford.
Hhinois, 19535-1960 and 1965-1970. Chicago was gaining as well as around Topeka and Wichita, Kansas (Figure
from four of them in the earlier period. but lost to all but 12) ,, -

TABLES MIGRATION FETWEEN THE CHICAGO SEA AND OTHER METROPOLITAN SEA's

IN ILLINOIS, 1955-1960 AND 1965-1970 <« by
< - T—
1955-1960 . 1963-1970
‘ 6§ -
* Chicago net , \ Chicago net
) . To From .Gain(+)or To + From Gam(+jor
State Econgmic Area Chicago, Chicago Loss(—) Chicago Chicago Loss (—)

) Rock Island “Moline 1,663 1,691 - 98 1.801 « ©OLT7I13 + 88 .
Rd&kford 2,383 3,337 + 954 3105 4,600 —1.495
Peornia ’ 2.872 3.012 - 140 3818° . 4,851 -1.033

‘ Springfield 1.944 1.205 + 739 1819, v 2405 . — 586
E St Lous 2,707 #1,551 +1.156 2549 - 2.807 - 258
Decatur  ” 1.251 971 + 280 1,671 1.760 © - 89

LY

Source. U S Bureau of the Census (1967, 1972).
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IX. REGIONAL CASE STUDIES

’
a 2

Case Studies Using' Aggregate Migration Data , been lagging behind that of the nation as a whole and
‘ ‘whose rural areas have had depopulation throughlarge

To llustrate many of the important migration con- out-migration streams typical of many relatively de-
cepts accounting for recent population changes, we will pressed rural areas.in the U.S.® Net migration by
examine aggregate migration trends in two regions that ~ ~ county for 1960-1970, shown in Figure 15, 1s mapped on
are newly experiencing growth following decades of 4 per year basis and shows that most counties in Maine,
steady or declining population. First are the northern plus several in northern Vermont and New Hampshire,
Ne\f’ England states of Vermonl._ New HamPShlrev and ® See Lewis (1972) for® discussion of the populauorrtrcnds in the
Maine, whose population growth has, until recently, drea during the twentieth century
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A Net 0 migration a.eroging
U o1 more per yeor

{3 Net 0 migrotion overaging
3 499 per year
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[ Net aut migration
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Figure 15 Annual net migration by county, Vermont, New
Hampshire, and Maine, 1960-1970 and 1970-1974 Totul net
migration for the two time periods was divided by the number
of years in the penod to ubtain the average net migration
figure Source Bowles er a/ (1975) and U S, Bureau of the
Ctnsus (19754) N :
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amenity-areas. such areas in New England with the best
accessibility were the first to feel the population growth.
Parts of northern New England (especially the skiing
regions 1n central and“southern Vermont and New
Hampshire) are now actually populated by more people
“than census figures might have us believe., Thete_ are
essentially three populations that share these locales.
permanent year-round residents, winter restdents who
cluster near winter sport opportumties, and summer
residents many of whom hve in Boston ggother parts of

Megalopolis. Wc_é:an, be reagonably sure that the year-
round residents dre counted in census daggf but the

-

“others.may or may not be. The second ¢ phenome-
- non has been particularly importag#fo the’growth of
such” areas wjthin the regiof—N3dre and more persons |

have been acquiring homes. usually for summer use as a
retreat from the urban areas of the East—many of these,
T turn, have been converted to year-round homes (or

-" nearly so), as their owners retire or otherwise-make.the

were stll losing population through migration. “This -

area of net out-migration had shrunk to a two county
area by the 1970-1974 period For the first time in many
decades, almost all areas within the three states were
experiencing net in-migration. :

Major growth areas (those having a net in-migration
of at least 500 persons per year) expanded considerably
in two fairly distinct spatial patterns. a growth axis
covering most of the state of New Hampshire, and an
axis of growth along the Maine coast. Not coinciden-
tally these two areas straddle two major inferstate high-
ways radiating from the Boston metrapolitan area. v
There has been considerably improved access to Boston,
and other major urban centers of the East, which in turn
has enhanced exurban growth (evident in 1960-1970 in
two counties in southern New Hampshire that had been
growing partly because of tax advantages for industry in
the state) There has been a*boost to both the winter and
summer tourist activities, which have provided new em-

- ployment opportunities and have begn the antecedent to

L4

Q

later in-migration.

The various amenities of the Maine coast axis and the
New Hampshire axis are the main attractions. With
more and more retirees and others choosing to move to

..
Y

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

28

‘decisiort to move from an-ugban place. The improved
nterstate access has beenﬁdla]ysl to this sector, of
population growth because many places were very diffi-
cult to reach in the winter. A similar phenomenon 1s
observable for most of the rutal hilly or mountainous
margins of Megalopols, as well as for numerous areas
with good access to large population centers.
Additional factors important to the reversal .an the
region are not unlike those af most areds of non-
metfopohtan revival They include recent growth of in-
dustry in relatively 1solated places (e.g., Burlington, Ver-
mont) and those with “access to metropolitan places
(e g., southern New Hampshire), and some areas with
educational institutions. Burlington has been attrygcting
migrants for some time as a result of a-combination of
both of these factors.? T .
The second case study area is the state of Arkansas, a
region which has been much less influgnced by accessi-,
bility to large population centers, It was chosen because

.

itincludes both very rapidly growing places and areas of .

continuing decline—it 1s a microcosm, to a considerable
extent, of the overall population change patterns in the
entire South. In the 1960-1970 period, only six counties
gained more than 500 persons per year-through migra-
tion (Figure 16). These included the Fayetteville area 1n
the northwest corner and the Little Rock area (homes of
the major state university and state capital, respec-
‘tively), and two counties elsewhere in the Qzark hill
region 1n northern and western Arkansas. The area of
migration, loss covered the entire southern aid eastern
portions of the state. By 1970-1974, the major growth
region had expanded and the. loss regien contracted.
Reasons for these changmé spatial patterns are re-
lated to the con{rasting character of the northwest atd
southeast parts of the state. The northern and western
parts have been growing partly through the recrea-
tion,"amenity lure of the Ozarks which for decades had
been losing population, but had in the 1960’s become
one of the first such regions in the U.S. to show a
migration reversal. Although not seen in Figure 15,

™ Lew:s (1972) discusses the. major factors contributing to recent
growth 1n northern "New England, including accessibility. second
homes. manufacturing, recreation, and educational-institutions.
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Figure 16, Annual net migration by county, Arkansas, 1960t *
1970 and 1970-1973  Data compilation and sources same as -
Figure J4° T :
i . - B
. . . . t
5 .
R A
‘Virllhlly all of the counties in northwestern Arkansas
. drew a significant net in-migration of persons in’the over
sixty-four age cohort during the 19603, while most were
still experiencing net out-migration in other age cohiorts
< ,4except a few university areas which had net in-migra-

~"tions in the young adult cohorts) (Bowles et al., 1975).

' TBus~ persons 1n the, retirement stage of the life cycle
were forerunners of the later migration turn-around for
altt age groups. - N Kt

¢ Aswedemanstrated earlier, new and return migration
streams along with the decline of major out-migration
streams have been the aggregate migration patterns af-
fecting the area. Many retire¢s and others employed in
service sector jobs have moved in. drawn in part by®

., Major regefvoir projects and associated recreation devel-

. apments across the northerd part of the state, some
dating back to the early 1950's. Industry has also en-
hanced thz’allraclion to the area, especially near the
Arkansas River navigation-project In short, a]l of the
factors drawing migrants*to relatively isolated non-
metropolitan areas discussed earlier come together in
this region, M .

In southeast Arkansas the economy is still largely
agricultural and the thajorijy population is black. As in |

- -

many black areas of the Jouth with the traditional plan- -,

tation econ8my and reMiively few recreation,/amenity
developments, this area is not aftracting new migrants
or new migration streams, nor has the out-migration
been reduced enough yet to create d migration reversal. .

Q

N .t S

‘ perhaps
. metropolitan places in the U.S. experiencing significant

2998. - e
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Migfation to Harrison, Arkansas: A Case ‘Study

. Us:ydfvidual Survey Data
In order to-fearn mp‘re about the deciston-making

process that takes migrarits to relatively isalated places,
this section reports briéfly on the resu i i
with recent migrants to Harrison, 'Arkagfsas. During the
summer of 1976, 210 persons who nmigrated 1nto H arri-
son siffice 1970, identified through several methods in-
cluding the Welcomg Wagon representative and munici-
pal water records, were asked about their reasons for
moving, theit éarch spaces, and their reasons for pick-

tl
. toe .

ing l;{arrison.“ .
Several characteristics of Harrison make it’an ex-

“cellent case_s'l'ﬁdy setting' it is located in the scenic Ozark

region of northern Arkansas and is near numerous rec-
reation facilities. With a 1975 population of about 9000,
it has become*a center ‘for business and government.

“activity in the northern part of the state, and has been

aljracting industry partly because industrial decision-
mdkers are" attracted to the amenities of the region,®
Whereas Harrison is not exclusively a retiremrent com-
munity. as are several towns nearby, many relirees have
settled there because it 1s one of the larger towns and has
shopping and other desirable facilities. In effect. Harri-
son is @ microcosm.of the growing Ozark region and
quite representative of the many  non-

growth. As a consequence there is not just one type of.
migrant attracted to Hasrison; instead, the several types
comributing to the growth of the Ozarks and other
nonmetropolitan places are all represented. .

The 210, migrants came from twenty-eight different:
states, but ghe in-migration field was dominated-by Ar-
kansas (fotty migrants), Illinois (twenty-four), Califor-

‘nia (twenty-three), Missouri (eighteen), lowa (sixteen),

and Texas (foumgen). Reasons for migrating confirm the
idelt that Harrigon has a diveity of newcomers. job.
transfers aclounted for forty-five (21.4 percent) of the
migrants. These persons came with either one of the
newly established industries 1n Harrison or with a state

“agency. Seventy-one (33.8 percent).were retirees choos-

ing the Ozarks for amenities such as climate and Harri-
son in particular for its services. Ninety-four (44.8 per-
cent) moved for other reasons—to look for a job, to
establish a business, or to return to the place of birth.
These three categories—transferees, retirees, and oth-
ers—contrast In terms of their locational decisions. Sev-
enty-six percent of the transferees had no previous expe-
rienc®with the Ozark area. The other two groups had
extensive experience to help in their locational decisions,
including ‘previous residence, vacation ewgrience or
having telatives there. About thirty percent of the retir-
ees had lived there previously, the highest of the three

-

groups, and another sixty percent h'ad other experfence -

with the Ozarks. -

" ¥ The interviews and the analysis for this section were done by Fred
M Shetley, University of Illhinois, whose help is gratefully acknowl-
edged . S
* Local Chamber of Commerce'and municipal officials claim that
many industgies are turned away cach year, in effect, Harrison picks
%

the “cream of the crop ™

.
’
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At s might be expedted the search spaces contrasted— typieally return migrants, having moved to the West
trom the ty pu.ll one-place search space of the transferee Coast deeades ago as o part of the important Ozark out-
ta dvaniety i the size and nature of the search spaces-of migration stream to the coast The migration field of
the other groups Retirees tended (o search elsewhere © other migrants ‘had no distincuive pattern, but had
within the Ozarks (partly corresponding 3 their vaca- greater rcprucm.ulon from the negghboring statés of
tion experiences). whereas other npgrants had even Missourt, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas The economic

- more dl\pcr«cd ~edrch spaces These\search Pracesses opportunities in Harrisoh had become generally known
are reflected 1 the aggregate in-migrdtion on fields of in these areus s .
each migrant group Of job transterggs, forty-two per- In sum, the three types of migrants display different
centiaame trom elsewhere in Arhansas (espeadlly out- previous levels of knowledge of the dmstination area,
\uic”o‘! the Ozark region). mamy being employees of the hase different- types of search spaces. and of course
state” The remamder came from scattered locations all chose Harrison for different reasons The appearance of
over the country. espectally large cities from which n- all three types of nugrants at one destination 15 not
dustnal plants had moved Most retirees came from dtypical. many nohmetropolitan communities are grow -
either the Midwest. “especially Jowa and the Chicago mg as a4 result of the dbility 1o dttract o Narety of

\ area 1 1hnois (corresponding with & major source area migrants, .

= of tourists to the Qzarks). or Califorfia Thé latter were

* . .
3 -
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Impacts of New Migration Patterns . urbdn areas. Yet i has gotential for redycing central city
net out-migration.

: Recent nugratioh patterns are having impacts upon The results of this net out-mugration, coupled with the
places of both onigin and destination of mugration out-migration of business and industry, are that tax
streams We will discuss some of these impuacts upon' 1) bises 10 central cities tend to decline. Yet they are stll
central gipies of metropolitan areas that continue to have expected to provide varnious services to the people of the
large nc* out-migrations, 2) entire metropolitan sy stems metropolitan gred, including muss transportation and
within s hich populationas gradually dispersing, and 3) freeways, and cultural attractions such as museums and
“smatl.tawns and rurgl argas that hdve recently experi- 700y The resultant tiu.:l'problqms of many large and
eneed rapid growth through migration. medium-sized central cities is one of the major urban

Centrul cities are losing migrants to virtually every- problems of the 1970's.

where else—suburban and exurban places, as well as We can observe further impacts by broadening our
morg. distant metropolitan and nonmetropohtan places. - geographic perspettive to entire metropolitan areds and
Especially being depleted are nuddle- and upper-middle- 1\61ghborlng exurban environments. As both people and
meome white popukitions Attempts to retain people or activities (Job und shopping. for example) disperse, the
attract them back have met with only hittle success In ability of mass transportation systemsyo serve the popu-
most cities there are apartment districts that have - lation adeguately 1s reduced. A dep&den«.e upon thg
l.(/ncd or attracted voung adults, singles or couples. who automobile hygs been intensifying. a trend which has
Wmflhc hfe cycle when the attractions of aity important imgrcations to society. in general, including
life outweighYthe problems Upon graduation to the energy consumption. The concurrent luck of dispersal of
. .family hfe evele stage. however, 4 move to suburban minority and poor populations is causing many metro-
environments s the rule Similarly. many cities have  politan areas to become dichotomized into contrasting
districts in which upper-middle- and upper-income ¢l populations in central cities versus suburbs. Continued
derly or retired persons prefer apartment life in the aty efforts toward metropolitan unity 1n matters of s&ools,
Areasof historie or architectural significance have also government, and transportation are strongly affected by

~ altracted or rx.tdmcd people in vanious life cycle stages, this dichotomy,
but usually of relauvely highincome.., - Smull towns, either in exurban regions or in more
Efforts to heep persons of a wider range of incomes isolated locatioks. feel the effect of recent migration
and life eacle” stages include o few wrban humesleadmg patterns, too. Omthe’ positive side. many people in such
programs They offer, at little or no cost. city or feder- places have been dreuming of renewed growth and de-
ally owned homes to people who atfe willing to hive in velopment for decades durmg which stagnation and net
them for « minimum time period and who will invest in out-migration could not be avoided. “Growth™ and its

. the renew al of the home Homesteading has had a mod-  « associated business oppottunities were to many resi-
est start, 15 plagued with political problems, and has had ~ _"dents & dream—but when 1t comes. many small towns
-little effect sO far upon populaion movements within - have difficulty coping with it. A sudden influx of mie

s
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g2rants may necessitate myajor expansions of municipal
“services for which money may not be available Also.
there Can be conflicts between long-time residents and
newcomers who want m'?ccomc 4 part of the commu-
mity deqsion-making structure Rapid need for change.
coupled with a desire of newcomers with “different™
ideas to participate i the change, can have important
impacts. espectally uport very smal] comnrunities

What Will Future Migration Patterns Be?

Wil the miggation trends of the 1970°s continue into
the "1980°" Will there be significant new migration

. . & -
streams that we cannot antcipate at“this time” To ad-

dress these gquestions, we will go back to the basic deci-
stomggiahing process anfl consider. in turn, the probable
trends i decisions to ghosve and 1n locational chowes.
How will decisions€o move change in the 1980w We
hnow that the numbers®of persons in the over sixty-five
age cohort. and even more the numbers of persons n
sretirement, will increase rapidly in the 1980°s Hence the
number Jf persons “free” to move will increase and
their abidits and desire to mahe that decision will not
bkely dimmph This’is becamse costs of living will al-
wids be important to persons on fixed 1ncomes and
mrgration s 'one of the wayy to reduce those costs Also
" the perceived problems of urban areas are not likely to
diminish. meaming that the “push’™ of metropolitan
areas will sull affect retirees, and the “pull™ of smuall
towns and rural living should remdin animportant loca-
tional preference ‘
These percerved pushes and pulls are also Likely to
affect many persons in other life cycle stages They may
increasingly apply to suburban areas 19 addition to cen?
tral cities. as awareness of problems 1A suburban areas
emerges Insum, there is reason to believe that there will
be a continuation. and perhaps an increase, of many of
the types of decisions o move that characterized the
early 1970°s Mujor changes in the economy might mod-
ify the migration tendencies of persons w hose decision-
mXking 1s tied to business ynd industry—such changes
are more likely to affect the decision wher€ to move.
Where will people be, migrating in the 1980°s? Surely
the myjor streams between metropolitan areas will con-
tinue, as the majority pf the papulation and economic
activities wiil be-contained therein (although more dis-
persed within) But the dispersal of industry to places
outside of metropolitan influence may or may not con-
unue at the'same rate Some attribute this dispersal to
the downturn of the economy in the early 1970's—
whether or not 4 change in the economy will slow doiwrl
the dispersal is debatable, but there 1s not likely to be a
reversal to concentration partly because gradual dis-

- -
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persal of the population has meant dispersal of markets
L. ¢ hich industry and business are closely tied. More-
aver, industrial decsion-mahkers dare not Likely to reverse

their use of personal“preferences or amenity locations.

for many types of plants. But this.dispersal will remain
gradual and the ties to metropolitan areas or their pe-
ripheries for a majority of migrant locational decisions
are likely to continue. * .

Unless there are severe gasoline shortages and.or ma-
Jor price increases, the population s likely to continue
its wandering ways for vacations as leisure time 1in-
cregses. Thus, the attractions of amenity, recréation
dareas for job seehers, retirees, and persons wantng to
establish businesses shoyld continue. The convergence
of vacation spatial patterny and migration spatial pat-
terns will not reverse self. ’

This all argues for an extension through the 1980y of
roughly the same migration patterns.of the 1970's. What
possible new or.markedly changing migration streams
might occur? First, there are rapidly increasing mumbers
of nonmetropolitan-born persons (especially Southern-
born) reaching rcurem:}ulge In major metropolitan
dareds. products of the gfeat urban-bound migrations of
the thirties. forties, and fifues. Seme have retirement
incomes that are adequate*enoughsto make 1t possible
for them to move. Because of their family and friendship
ties, they are likely to decide to move “back home.™
Return migration, then. may dramaucally increase. both
to nonmetropolitangareds already experiencing some
growth apnd to-areas that arestill experiencing net out-
migratidn. This should include migration of whites to
nmlﬂ)):lmelropolimn areas and of blacks to the Soush.

Secondly . migration streams may be a function of
institutional decisions In a society with a continuing
large governmental employ ment sector, the location de-
cisions for major federal employ ment installations, mili-
tary and otherwise, will have important impacts upon
overall migration patterns. The decisions may be at the
whims of pork-barrel legislators or other government
decision-making structures whieh have had Inttle con-
gern 'as yet for impuacts upon popslation disyibution,
Hence. they will be hard to predict. One trend could be a
modest decline in major state university towns as prime
attractors of migrants, singe their greatest period of
growth may be at an end. .

Overall, the signs point to a general continuation of
the patterns established in the 1960°s and very obser-
vable m the early 1970, trends which are consistent
with recent population movements 1n other developed
countries of the world. There should be continued pref-
erence for nonmetropolitan places, and the ability to act
upon those preferences will quite likely incredse.
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